THREE ESSAYS ON REFINING THE CHALLENGE AND HINDRANC E
STRESSORS FRAMEWORK

by
Mihaela Dimitrova

A Dissertation Submitted in
Partial Fulfilment of the
Requirements of the Degree of

Doctor of Philosophy
in Management Science

at
The University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee
May 2014



ABSTRACT
THREE ESSAYS ON REFINING THE CHALLENGE AND HINDRANC E
STRESSORS FRAMEWORK

by
Mihaela Dimitrova
The University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, 2014
Under the Supervision of Professor Dr. Margaret Shier

Job demands, or stressors, are viewedhasital, psychological, social, or
organizational aspects of the job that requireasnst physical and/or psychological
effort” (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) and are tradmadly seen as detrimental due to their
influence on stress. However, recent advancemeqgtgest that, despite their effect on
stress, some demand®(, challenge demands) could be instrumental in aahyevalued
personal and job outcomes, while othees (hindrance demands) would have purely
deleterious effects (Cavanaugh, Boswell, Roehi&nBoudreau, 2000). Based on this
challenge and hindrance stressors framework, schbteve found differentiated effects
of demands in relation to outcomes such as jolopadnce, job satisfaction, and
turnover €.g.,LePine, Podsakoff, & LePine, 2005; Podsakoff, beP& LePine, 2007).

Despite the extensive contribution of thaltenge and hindrance stressors
framework, the notion that some demands can befibenés relatively recent and more
research is needed to fully elucidate the natustretsors. Thus the first purpose of this
three-essay dissertation is to identify the impadrtpuestions that still need to be
answered in regard to job demands. The secondgttabxamine some of the most

pressing issues and begin to refine the challengehmdrance stressors framework.



The first essay represents a comprehensiwew of research on job
demands. | focus on clarifying specific rather tkamposite job demands that differ in
terms of the extent to which they are deleteriou$ l@eneficial in association with
desirable work outcomes. While some job demanelslaarly deleterious or beneficial,
several demands emerged as having mixed effeat®dnoutcomes. That is, this
‘middle of the continuum’ group of job demands temo have contradictory effects
across various studies. To understand these iasan empirical findings, | look at the
role of contextual and personal contingencies.

The second study is focused on the sham-tiily effects of job demands
and the interplay between anticipated and unatieghstressors to examine the daily
situational context within which demands occur.&hen Mandler's (1975) theory of
interruptions | suggest that unanticipated demamas already challenging situation
would be seen as detrimental by employees des$mtiatt that in normal circumstances
some of these demands would be seen as benefl@ampirically examine this, | use a
daily diary study approach. The results, howevemaot find strong support for
Mandler’s (1975) theory.

The purpose of the third essay is to exghadhallenge and hindrance
stressors framework to the context of global emgdsy in particular to better understand
the experiences of international business travé€lBits). Drawing on an integration of
role theory (Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & Rosentifl64; Katz & Kahn, 1978) and the
challenge and hindrance stressors framework | m®paod test a theoretical model where
IBTs’ adjustment and subsequent career satisfatiaffected positively or negatively,

depending on the types of demands experiencedrasfdBTS’ participation in work



and family roles. Through conducting a two-wavelgtaf IBTs, | find general support
for the proposed model of the differentiated eBextwork and family challenge and
hindrance demands on IBTs’ adjustment and carésfazion . The work role,
however, was ultimately found to have a strongiuémce on IBTS’ subsequent career
satisfaction than the family role.

Since stressors are a vital part of emmsyexperiences and an essential
building block of management theories, it is neags$o better understand their nature
and effects. This dissertation contributes to iteedture by (1) offering a clear synthesis
of the differentiated effects of work demands,d@ptributing to our understanding of
how demands influence employees on a day-to-dag,l@sl (3) elucidating the effects

of work and family demands in the context of intgronal business travel.
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CHAPTER 1: DIFFERENTIATING THE EFFECTS OF SPECIFIC JOB

DEMANDS ON DESIRABLE WORK OUTCOMES



Job demands, or stressors, are viewed as “phyp®athological, social, or
organizational aspects of the job that requireasnst physical and/or psychological
effort” (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Traditionallygb demands that employees face in
their daily work have been viewed as taxing, résglin detrimental effects on
employees' attitudes and behaviors. However, achblave long suggested that while
demands are straining, some may have motivatiorhttaus beneficial effects (e.qg.,
Seley, 1976). This distinction prompted Cavanaagth colleagues (2000) to create a
two-dimensional framework that distinguishes betwewo types of stressors that have
opposite effects on desirable work outcomes. Adogrtb this framework, hindrance
demands, such as hassles, red tape, politicscooléict, and role ambiguity, will be
deleterious to achieving valued goals and persamaicareer growth. On the other hand,
challenge demands, such as workload, time pressles,esponsibility, and task
complexity, will facilitate goal attainment and penal and career growth.

While both hindrance and challenge demands areagegitreasing strain and
stress, the two types of demands differ in termthe@if motivational qualities
(Cavanaugh, Boswell, Roehling, & Boudreau, 20@8ndrance demands are associated
with low motivation; employees are less likely tlibve that their efforts will help them
meet the obstacles, and even if they do succeedarcoming them, they
may perceive that they will not reach a valuableeome. In contrast, challenge demands
are considered to be motivational since employezsnare likely to believe that they
can successfully cope with such demands and, yfitieet these demands, they will

achieve desired outcomes. Using this frameworlearehers have reexamined



previously inconsistent relationships between jemdnds and performance (LePine,
Podsakoff, & LePine, 2005; Webster et al., 201dl),gatisfaction (Cavanaugh et al.,
2000), organizational commitment (Podsakoff, LeP&é&ePine, 2007), learning
motivation (LePine, LePine & Jackson, 2004), engag# (Crawford, LePine, & Rich,
2010), and citizenship behaviors (Rodell & Jud@®f)® Webster et al., 2010). The
results of these studies generally support diffeged relationships with various work
outcomes: hindrance demands adversely affectatdsiemployee attitudes and
behaviors while challenge demands are beneficiaeptions to this, however, are
studies that failed to find a relationship betweballenge stressors and safety
compliance (Clarke, 2012), leader-member exchandenerk-family facilitation
(Culbertson, Huffman, & Alden-Anderson, 2009), amitial expatriate adjustment (Firth,
Chen, Kirkman, & Kim, 2013).

Unlike research on the deleterious effects of deteam strain and stress, where a
unified research stream has been more or lessvach{for review see: Ganster & Rosen,
2013), the literature on the "positive side" of pigmands has been deeply fragmented.
Some scholars maintain that job demands are dettahdut certain conditions exist
(e.q., social support, job control, etc.) that siliae their motivational properties (Bakker
& Demerouti, 2007; Karasek, 1979). Other scholagehsuggested that it is the type of
demand that determines whether or not beneficiatesf will accrue (Cavanaugh et al.,
2000). While these different perspectives are atldol on sound theoretical arguments,
this fragmentation does not provide clarity for hd@mands should be viewed in future

studies. This lack of clarity has led to confusienident by studies where the same



demand (i.e., time pressure) has been hypothea&ddleterious (Beck & Schmidt,
2012), beneficial in certain contexts only (e.puyadant social support, job control, etc.)
(Rubino, Perry, Milam, Spitzmueller, & Zapf, 2013aphd positive regardless of the
context (Pearsall, Ellis, & Stein, 2009).

Inconsistencies in the operationalization of densamal/e further obscured our
ability to distinguish among job demands. Althouggwvanaugh et al. (2000) developed
composite scales to assess hindrance and chabé&megsors, researchers, including those
who have conducted meta-analyses, have often raddliese scales by either omitting
certain demands and/or including other demands, @€larke, 2011; Crawford et al.,
2010; Rodell & Judge, 2009). Also, despite the gatiton that different demands have
different motivational properties, with some elieg positive effects on desired work
behaviors and others resulting in negative outcosmwsae researchers have continued to
use an overall measure of job stressors that ieslbdth hindrance and challenge
demands. This has resulted in contradictory figsliwith respect to the effects of job
demands on job satisfaction (e.g., Rydstedt, Fetridead, 2006), motivation (e.g., Van
Yperen & Hagedoorn, 2003), and learning (e.g.,sI&ompier, Geurts, Houtman, &
Heuvel, 2009). Given this confusion surrounding thtegorization and
operationalization of demands, especially thosedhaconsidered to have beneficial
effects on desired work outcomes, we believe thattime to step back and assess the
empirical results of studies using specific induatildemands rather than composite

measures.



In reviewing the literature on the effectsspfecificjob demands on desirable
employee outcomes, we have pondered several gugs@an all demands be classified
as ‘beneficial’ or ‘deleterious’? Is it only thature of demands that determines their
positive effect or do contextual and personal ficpday a role? Insofar as stressors are a
vital part of employees' experiences and an esddntilding block of management
theories, it is necessary to have clarity about #féects. Thus, the purpose of this
review is to address the questions we just posdgeovide guidelines for when and why
demands contribute positively to desirable emplaygeomes. We achieve this by first
examining the direct relationships between speaifither than composite, job demands
and desirable work outcomes. Next, we review #hevant contextual factors that may
influence the relationship between job demandsvemtt outcomes. Finally, we offer
directions for future research, highlighting thepmntance of examining individual job
demands, classification problems, consideratigolmbutcome differences,
differentiated influence among demand types, amdectual and personal influences.

By providing clarity in regards to the relationshigtween job demands and desirable
work outcomes, we aim to create a better platfoomfwhich future research can
advance in a more unified and consistent manner.

Selection of Articles for the Review

The peer-reviewed journal articles for this revieere selected through a
comprehensive search in databases such as Psyeahnhibilnform. After we searched
for articles containing the keyword "job demandgg, conducted an additional search on

specific job demands (e.g., situational constramatie conflict, etc.). In selecting the



articles, we focused on the ones that did not gelonly strain related outcomes (e.g.,
burnout, stress, etc.) but instead examined désieabployegob outcomes (i.e.,
attitudinal and behavioral) such as job satisfaGtayganizational commitment, work
engagement, job satisfaction, performance, andieityaWe only considered studies
where relationships between demands and positivegytcomes were explicitly tested
and excluded studies where demands were relatiitdovariables and these third
variables instead were related to the outcome sanfeediation was examined. This
search resulted in 67 articles for this review.
Summary of Empirical Findings

In our comprehensive review of the literature, weulsed on examining the
effects of specific job demands and any distingagfieatures that may lead to
differentiated effects on desirable work outcont@snsistent with the challenge and
hindrance stressors framework (e.g., Cavanaugh, @080), certain demands (e.g., role
ambiguity, role conflict) emerged as mainly deletes while others (e.g., responsibility,
complexity) were primarily beneficial in their rélanships with desirable work
outcomes. Within each of these categories, wednibii@ some demands had stronger
and more stable influences than others (e.g.amleiguity vs. role conflict). We also
identified certain demands (e.g., time pressureklwad) that exhibited mixed effects,
fluctuating in their positive and negative effeatsoss studies. Therefore, instead of
classifying job demands within a two-dimensionaldiance and challenge framework,

we suggest that they be mapped aloegrainuumfrom deleterious to beneficial.



To further elucidate when job demands contributeifably to desirable work
outcomes, we consider the role of contextual amsigmeal contingencies. The importance
of context has been emphasized by management seljelg., Johns, 2001) as a strong
factor in determining the direction and strengthedationships between constructs of
interest. Based on Johns (2006), context here septe opportunities and constraints that
affect the relationship between job demands annlatds work outcomes. Johns (2006)
delineates betweeaymnibusg(i.e., broader environmental influences) anstreet(i.e.,
particular situational influences) contexts, anduse this classification to organize our
review on the relevant contextual influences. Idiaoin, we examine the role of personal
contingencies as discussed in job demand studies.

Figure 1 represents the organizing framework far tview, where job demands
are depicted on a continuum ranging from deletartolbeneficial. The effects of these
demands on desirable work outcomes depend on wacmtextual and personal
contingencies. Following this framework, we provateintegrated review of the effects
of job demands on desirable work outcomes. Wedisstuss the influences of beneficial,
deleterious, and mixed-effect job demands on dasitaehavioral and attitudinal work
outcomes (see Table 1 for a summary of reviewaedes). Next, we examine the roles

of context and personal contingencies.



Figure 1
Organizing Framework
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Table 1
Effects of Demands on Employee Behaviors

Performance
/Productivit

Positive Work Outcomes

Proactive
Behavior

Learning

Engagement  Job/Career
Satisfaction

Commitment

BIEINENS

Responsibility + Schaubroeck Schaubroeck
& Fink & Fink
(2998) (1998)
ns
Knowledge + Pepinsky et
demands (e.g., al., (1960)
complexity,
problem
solving,
cognitive)
ns
Interruptions +
- Baethge &

Rigotti (2013)
ns Zijlstra et al.,
(1999)

Daniels et al.,
(2009)

van de Ven
et al., (2008)

De Jonge &
Dormann
(2006)

Schaubroeck
& Fink
(1998)

Richardsen et Webster et
al., (2006) al., (2011)

Ito &
Brotheridge
(2012)
Morgeson &
Humphrey
(2006)

Dwyer &
Ganster
(1991)

Jex et al.,
(2002)
Schmitt et al.,
(2012)

Richardsen et
al., (2006)
Schaubroeck
& Fink

(1998)



Demands

Situational
constraints

Conflict

Effect

Performance
/Productivit

Adkins &

Naumann

(2001)

Gilboa et al.,

(2008)

Klein & Kim

(1998)

O'Connor et

al., (1984)

Spector et al.,

(1988)

Steel et al.,

(1986)
Jex et al.,
(2003)

Bernardin Eatough et al
(1979) (2011)

Fried et al., Schaubroeck
(1998) Gilboa & Fink

et al., (2008); (1998)
Schaubroeck

& Fink

(1998)

Sliter et al.,

(2011)

Positive Work Outcomes

Creativity Learning Proactive
Behavior
Fritz &
Sonnentag
(2009)
Binnewies &
Wornlein
(2011)

Engagement

Nahrgang et
al., 2011

Job/Career
Satisfaction

O'Connor et
al., (1984)
Nielsen et al.,
2011

Spector et al.,
(1988)

Yang et al.,
(2012)

Brief &
Aldag (1976)
Eatough et al
(2011)

Jex et al.,
(2002)
Rodriguez et
al., (2001)
Sargent &
Terry (1998)
Schaubroeck

Commitment

0T



Demands

Role
ambiguity

Effect

ns

Performance
/Productivit

Brief &

Aldag (1976)
Pierce et al.,
(1993)
Sargent &
Terry (1998)
Spector et al.,
(1988); Tubre
& Collins
(2000)

Bernardin
(1979)

Brief &
Aldag (1976)
Fried et al.,
(1998)
Gilboa et al.,
(2008)
Kalbers &
Cenker
(2008)
Pearsall et al.,

Jex et al.,
(2003)

Schaubroeck
& Fink
(1998)

Positive Work Outcomes

Proactive
Behavior

Engagement

Richardsen et
al., (2006)

Rubino et al.,
(2012)

Job/Career Commitment
Satisfaction

& Fink

(1998)

Spector et al.,

(1988)

Webster et

al., (2011)

Ito & Richardsen et
Brotheridge  al., (2006)
(2012) Schaubroeck
& Fink
(1998)

Eatough et al Schaubroeck
(2011) & Fink
Ito & (1998)
Brotheridge

(2012)

Rubino et al.,

(2012)

Schaubroeck

& Fink

(1998)

Spector et al.,

(1988)

T



Demands

Lack of
career
advancement

Job insecurity

ns

Performance
/Productivit

(2009)
Pierce et al.,
(1993)
Schaubroeck
& Fink
(1998)

Spector et al.,

(1988)
Tubre &
Collins
(2000)

Sargent &
Terry (1998)

Probst et al.,
(2007
Staufenbiel &
Kdnig (2010)

Gilboa et al.,
(2008)
De Cuyper &

Creativity

Jex et al.,
(2003)

Feather &
Rauter (2004)

Probst et al.,
(2007)

Positive Work Outcomes

Engagement

Rubino et al.,
(2012)

Job/Career Commitment
Satisfaction

Webster et
al., (2011)

Brief &
Aldag (1976)
Sargent &
Terry (1998)

Ren et al., Briggs et al.,
(2012); Yang, (2012)

Che, &

Spector, 2008

Bernhard- Bernhard-
Oettel et al., Oettel et al.,
(2011) (2011)

A)



Demands

Role/work
overload

Time pressure

Effect

ns

Performance
/Productivit
De Witte
(2007)

Creativity

Gilboa et al.,
(2008)
Pierce et al.,
(1993)
Sargent &
Terry (1998)

Sargent &
Terry (2000)
Peters et al.,
(1984)

Ohly & Fritz
(2010)

Positive Work Outcomes

Proactive
Behavior

Fritz &
Sonnentag

Engagement

Rubino et al.,
(2012)

Job/Career
Satisfaction

Debus et al.,
(2012)

De Cuyper &
De Witte
(2007)

Kdnig et al.,
(2011)

Lim (1997);
Naswall et al.,
(2005)
Feather &
Rauter (2004)

Eatough et al
(2011)

Jex et al.,
(2002)

Jex & Bliese
(1999)
Jones et al.,
(2007)
Sargent &
Terry (1998)
Sargent &
Terry (2000)

Clausen &
Borg (2011)

Commitment

Debus et al.,
(2012)

Hui & Lee
(2000)
Kdnig et al.,
(2011)

Feather &
Rauter (2004)

Jex & Bliese
(1999)
Jones et al.,
(2007)

€T



Demands Effect

ns
non-
linear
Workload/ +
Physical
demands
ns

Performance
/Productivit

Pearsall et al.,
(2009)

Baethge &
Rigotti (2013)
Beck &
Schmidt
(2012)

Pepinsky et
al., (1960)

Bakker et al.,
(2004)

Schaubroeck
& Fink
(1998)

Fox et al.,

Positive Work Outcomes

Creativity Learning Proactive
Behavior
(2009)
Ohly & Fritz
(2010)
Baer &
Oldham
(2006)
Binnewies &
Wornlein
(2011)
Bakker et al.,
(2004)
Schaubroeck
& Fink
(1998)
Van de Ven

Engagement  Job/Career
Satisfaction

Sonnentag et Rubino et al.,
al., (2010) (2012)

Kuhnel et al.,
(2012)

Dwyer &
Ganster
(1991)

Spector et al.,

(1988)

Webster et

al., (2011)
Richardsen et Fox et al.,

Commitment

Jex & Bliese
(1999)

Schaubroeck
& Fink
(1998)

Richardsen et

Vi



Demands

Emotional
demands

S EE
utilization

Effect

ns

ns

Performance
/Productivit

(1993)
Spector et al.,
(1988)

Bakker et al., Bakker et al.,

(2004) (2004)

Fox et al.,

(1993)

Sargent & Schaubroeck
Terry (1998) & Fink

Schaubroeck (1998)
& Fink
(1998)

Positive Work Outcomes

Proactive
Behavior

Learning

et al., (2008)

Taris &
Schreurs
(2009)

van de Ven et
al., (2008)

Engagement

al., (2006)

Job/Career
Satisfaction

(1993)

Jex & Bliese
(1999)
Schaubroeck
& Fink
(1998)

Yang et al.,
(2012)

Clausen &
Borg (2011)

Commitment

al., (2006)

Fox et al.,
(1993)

Huynh et al.,
(2012)

Sargent & Schaubroeck
Terry (1998) & Fink
Schaubroeck (1998)

& Fink

(1998)

Ren et al.,

(2012)

a1
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Influence of Job Demands on Desirable Organization@utcomes
Beneficial Demands

From our review, we identified two general typegatf demands that consistently
have positive influences on desirable work outcomidsese include employee
responsibility, both role and relational, as wellkaaowledge demands.

Responsibility. Although only role responsibility has been egilly discussed
as a challenging and motivational demand (e.g.a@Gawgh, 2000), responsibility for
others, or relational responsibility, can be coesed to fall within the same domain of
responsibility. Results generally support the @aling nature of responsibility
demands, with positive associations reported wittole and extra-role performance
(Schaubroeck & Fink, 1998), organizational committn@®ichardsen, Burke, &
Martinussen, 2006; Schaubroeck & Fink, 1998), atdsatisfaction (Schaubroeck &
Fink, 1998). While Webster and colleagues (201d)mahit find a significant association
with job satisfaction, they observed that employagzraised responsibility as generally
beneficial.

Knowledge demands.Demands described as knowledge characteristiteeof
job or ones that are cognitively taxing generatintcibute to desirable work outcomes.
Even if not originally classified under the chalienand hindrance stressors framework,
authors sometimes conceptualize them as chall@regssrs because they promote on-
the-job learning (Daniels, Boocock, Glover, Hartl&Holland, 2009). Of the
knowledge demands, role complexity (i.e., taskeygbe complexity) has consistently
been associated with desirable behaviors, suataas productivity (Pepinsky, Pepinsky,

& Pavlik, 1960) and attitudes, such as job satigfaqJex et al., 2002; Ito &
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Brotheridge, 2012). Problem solving and cognitieendnds have also exhibited positive
influences on desirable work outcomes; howevetpimtrast with complexity, there are
some inconsistencies across studies. Some autpwd positive associations with job
satisfaction (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006) and laagr(Vvan de Ven, Vlerick, & de
Jonge 2008), but others find no such relationsfiy@esJonge & Dormann, 2006; Dwyer
& Ganster, 1991; Schmitt, Zacher, & Frese, 2012).

Deleterious Demands

In line with the original conceptualization of demiiz as hazardous to employee
behaviors and attitudes, we identified several tlatnto this category. These include
the traditional role stressors of ambiguity andflict) situational constraints and
interruptions, skill underutilization, and lack cdreer advancement.

Role stressors.Role ambiguity and role conflict are the two ss@rs that tend to
generate uncertainty and role stress. Role antgigepresents a stressful demand
stemming from employees not knowing what is expeofehem or how they are going
to be evaluated (Rizzo, House, & Lirtzman, 1970hals repeatedly been negatively
related to behavioral job outcomes, such as engagefRubino et al., 2012), citizenship
behaviors (Schaubroeck & Fink, 1998), and perforregBernardin, 1979; Brief &
Aldag, 1976; Fried, Beiavid, Tiegs, Avital, & Yeverechyahu, 1998; Gilbo&hirom,
Fried, & Cooper, 2008; Kalbers & Cenker, 2008; Baket al., 2009; Pierce, Gardner,
Dunham, & Cummings, 1993; Schaubroeck & Fink, 1998ector et al., 1988; Tubre &
Collins, 2000) and to attitudinal outcomes, sucipassatisfaction (Eatough, Chang,
Miloslavic, & Johnson, 2011; Ito & Brotheridge, ZOARubino et al., 2012; Schaubroeck

& Fink, 1998; Spector et al., 1988; Webster, Be&hlcpve, 2011), and organizational
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commitment (Schaubroeck & Fink, 1998). There wetly a few studies that reported no
association between role ambiguity and desirabldkwatcomes (Brief & Aldag, 1976;
Jex, Adams, Bachrach, & Sorenson 2003; Sargent§ T&898). Another role stressor,
role conflict, which is defined as the experienteanflicting expectations and demands
when occupying multiple work roles (Rizzo et aB/0), has been reported as a
deleterious influence on various work outcomeshsagperformance (Bernardin, 1979;
Fried et al., 1998; Gilboa et al., 2008; Schaulkde&ink, 1998), citizenship behaviors
(Eatough et al., 2011; Schaubroeck & Fink, 19984, jab satisfaction (Brief & Aldag,
1976; Eatough et al., 2011; Jex et al., 2002; Roed, Bravo, Peird, & Schaufeli, 2001,
Sargent & Terry, 1998; Schaubroeck & Fink, 1998;béter et al., 2011). While many
studies report significant negative effects, sontkciate no relationship between role
conflict and positive work outcomes (Brief & Aldatp76; Pierce et al.,1993; Sargent &
Terry, 1998; Spector et al., 1988; Tubre & Collin800; Jex et al., 2003; Ito &
Brotheridge, 2012; Schaubroeck & Fink, 1998). e relational form of conflict,
interpersonal conflict, has also shown to be detais to performance (Sliter, Pui, Sliter,
& Jex, 2011) and job satisfaction (Spector etl#188) but had no relationship with
engagement and commitment (Richardsen et al., 2006)

Situational constraints and interruptions. Situational constraints, defined as
organizational features that prevent employees framslating their ability and
motivation into good performance (Peters, O’ConBailperg, & Watson, 1988), are
usually considered to be hindrance demands; they tieleterious effects on
performance (Adkins & Naumann, 2001; Gilboa et2008; Klein & Kim, 1998; Peters,

O'Connor, Pooyan, & Quick, 1984; Spector et al38 Bteel & Mento, 1986), creativity
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(Binnewies & Wornlein, 2011), and job satisfact{®eters et al., 1984; Spector et al.,
1988; Yang et al., 2012), usually due to feelinfjsaplessness and an inability to
overcome the constraint. One exception to thigigver, occurred in a daily diary study
by Fritz and Sonnentag (2009). They found thaiasibnal constraints were associated
with higher levels of daily proactive behavior, dpag a motivational mechanism similar
to the one associated with challenge stressorseTis®ne study that found no
association between constraints and positive watkames (Jex et al., 2003). Some
studies have focused on a more narrow set of Ehadtconstraints (e.g., perceived
safety risk, hazards, etc.), which have had negaffects on work engagement
(Nahrgang, Morgeson, & Hofmann, 2011), as welj@s satisfaction (Nielsen, Mearns,
Matthiesen, & Eid, 2011). Although not explicitljuslied within the challenge and
hindrance stressors framework (e.g., Cavanaugh, @080), interruptions to workflow
(i.e., temporarily having to stop an activity irder to engage in the interfering activity)
have also been conceptualized as hindrances (C20k). Baethge and Rigotti (2013)
found that interruptions negatively affect emplogaésfaction with their performance
through increasing daily demands. However, Zijlsind colleagues (1999) found no
association between interruptions and performance

Skill underutilization . Another demand not included in the challenge and
hindrance stressors framework is skill underutila@a defined as the degree of match
between employees' skills and the opportunity eothsse skills in their work role
(O’Brien, 1980). However, because it may inhilitpdoyees’ professional advancement
and restrict the use of their full abilities, it ynae considered a hindrance stressor.

Accordingly, it has been negatively associated we&Hormance (Sargent & Terry, 1998;
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Schaubroeck & Fink, 1998) and extra-role perfornea8chaubroeck & Fink, 1998), as
well as attitudinal outcomes, such as job satigfadiSargent & Terry, 1998;
Schaubroeck & Fink, 1998) and organizational commaiit (Schaubroeck & Fink,
1998). However, Ren and colleagues (2012) didindtd significant association
between the related construct of perceived unddayment and the career satisfaction
of repatriates.

Lack of career advancementLack of career advancement opportunities was
originally labeled a hindrance stressor (Boswed#let2004; Cavanaugh et al., 2000),
however, it has recently "fallen out" of the chalie and hindrance stressors
classification €.g.,Clarke, 2012; Crawford et al., 2010; LePine et2005). Studies
found that it was negatively related to the casegisfaction of repatriates (Ren, Bolino,
Shaffer, & Kraimer, 2012), commitment (Briggs, Jailéo, & Weeks, 2012) and job
satisfaction (Yang, Che, & Spector, 2008).

Mixed-Effects Demands

While the beneficial and deleterious job demands giscussed have had
consistent positive and negative effects, respelgtiseveral job demands have had
effects that fluctuate considerably across reviestadies. These include time pressure,
work load, overload, job insecurity, and emotiot@mnands.

Time pressure. Under the challenge and hindrance framework (Gawgh et al.,
2000), time pressure or time urgency, defined asldgree to which employees need to
work fast in order to complete their job tasks (&micki & Vecchio, 1994), has been
categorized as having motivational properties. Heretheir effects on desirable work

behaviors and attitudes have been mixed. In reldade@ngagement, time pressure has
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have had positive (Rubino et al., 2012), nega(8ennentag, Binnewies, & Mojza,
2010), and null (Kuhnel, Sonnentag, & Bledow, 2042yociations. While some
researchers indicate that time pressure is politreéated to creativity (Ohly & Fritz,
2010), others report curvilinear effects (i.e.,@rted U-shape)(Baer & Oldham, 2006;
Binnewies & Wdrnlein, 2011). Similar inconsistersexist in regards to its association
with general performance and productivity, whendase studies report positive
associations (Pearsall et al., 2009; Peters €1384) and others find negative (Baethge
& Rigotti, 2013; Beck & Schmidt, 2012) and curvdiar relationships (i.e., inverted U-
shape)(Pepinsky et al., 1960). Time pressure habieed the most consistent positive
effect in relation to proactive behavior (Fritz &$entag, 2009; Ohly & Fritz, 2010). In
relation to employee attitudes, time pressure leas beneficial for the experience of
meaning at work (Clausen & Borg, 2011), howevdneat have found that it decreases
job satisfaction (Rubino et al., 2012).

Workload. Defined as a perceptual evaluation of work qugnivorkload has
been considered a challenge stressor (Cavanawadgih 2000), but similar to time
pressure, its effects have fluctuated across suwéh respect to employee performance
(i.e., in-role and extra-role), workload has hdukaeficial effect above its deleterious
influence on performance through strain (BakkemBeouti, & Verbeke, 2004), but it
has also had deleterious effects on performandea(froeck & Fink, 1998) and no
association (Fox, Dwyer, & Ganster, 1993; Spectal.e1988). The relationship
between workload and desirable attitudinal outcoh@ssalso been tenuous. Some
researchers report a negative association with aoment but positive (Dwyer &

Ganster, 1991) and no relationship with job satisda (Fox et al., 1993; Schaubroeck &
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Fink, 1998; Webster et al., 2011; Yang et al., 30TBe more objective measure of
workload, assessed in terms of hours worked pek wees also been used in job
demands research. It has been positively relatedy@nizational commitment (Jex &
Bliese, 1999) and negatively associated with jdlsfection (Spector et al., 1988).
Others have failed to establish a relationship betwhours worked and job satisfaction
(Jex & Bliese, 1999). Richardsen and colleague8gfund no effect of overtime work
engagement and commitment. More profession-spdgilies of workload (i.e., physical
demands) have also been studied, but they wergtmooigly related to learning outcomes
(van de Ven et al., 2008).

Overload. Ambiguity also exists in regards to the natureobé/work overload, a
situation where workload demands exceed the avaifasources to meet them. While it
has been considered a hindrance demand (LePihe 20@b), it is conceptually close to
workload (i.e., both measure the degree to whichleyees feel overwhelmed by the
number of their job tasks), which is classifiechashallenge demand (LePine et al.,
2005). In fact, McCauley and colleagues (1994¢ledb role overload as a challenge and
Eatough and colleagues (2011) considered it toolte dhallenging and hindering. While
some studies indicate that role overload is detntadan relation to attitudinal outcomes
such as job satisfaction (Eatough et al., 2011 &JBkese, 1999; Jex, Adams, Elacqua,
& Bachrach, 2002; Jones, Chonko, Rangarajan, &Rsl2007) and organizational
commitment (Jex & Bliese, 1999; Jones et al., 200thers did not find such
relationships (Sargent & Terry, 1998; Sargent &¥.e2000). The relationship between
role overload and performance is even more ambgsoce studies show that this

demand may not be so deleterious to job performéPieece et al., 1993; Sargent &
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Terry, 1998; Sargent & Terry, 2000). The same amsioh was reached in a recent meta-
analysis by Gilboa and colleagues (2008), whenag deemed as a demand of mixed
beneficial and deleterious effects.

Job insecurity. Job insecurity has been considered a hindranegssir and
studies have reported a negative association wiitlsatisfaction (Bernhard-Oettel, De
Cuyper, Schreurs, & De Witte 2011; Debus, Probénil, & Kleinmann, 2012; De
Cuyper & De Witte, 2007; Konig, Probst, Staffen(aso, 2011; Lim, 1997; Naswall,
Sverke, M., & Hellgren, 2005), commitment (Bernh&dttel et al., 2011; Debus et al.,
2012; De Cuyper & De Witte, 2007; Hui & Lee, 206@jnig et al., 2011), however,
others found no association with these outcomestiiiée & Rauter, 2004). In addition,
evidence indicates that it is only slightly asstemlwith a decrease in desirable work
outcomes such as performance (Gilboa et al, 2008ct while, some found negative
associations with in-role and extra-role perfornear{fbe Cuyper & De Witte, 2007),
others found a positive one (Feather & Rauter, 260dbst, Stewart, Gruys, & Tierney,
2007). Furthermore, Staufenbiel and Konig (201@ntbthat while job insecurity does
decrease performance through its negative effeengployees’ work attitudes, it also has
a small but significant positive direct effect cgrfprmance. The authors' reasoning for
this is that job insecurity may motivate employeework harder in order to keep their
jobs.

Emotional demands. Emotional demands (i.e., emotionally chargedasituns
involving others at work), are common in studiesibbas been hard to classify them as
hindrance or challenge (e.g., Crawford, LePine,i€hR2010). Nevertheless, in some

studies they are considered hindrances (e.qg., Buaisker, & Derks, 2013). However,
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emotional demands have not consistently exhibiegdrdental properties across studies.
Some found no relationship with in-role and exwkeperformance (Bakker et al., 2004,
Fox et al.,1993), organizational connectedness i{Hu}{anthopoulou, & Winefield,
2012), or job satisfaction (Fox et al., 1993). Rartmore, emotional demands have been
found to have a positive influence by increasinglayees' subsequent experience of
meaning at work (Clausen & Borg, 2011). Even whigeces are compared across similar
outcomes, there are inconsistencies. For examples &and Schreurs (2009) found that
they negatively affect on-the-job-learning, whikbers report no significant influence of
emotional demands on learning motivation and peiéesl self-efficacy (van de Ven et
al., 2008), which are also indicators of learning.
Moderating Influences on the Positive Side of Job &nands

To understand differences in the effects of demamdgdesirable work outcomes,
we considered various contextual and personal mgerticies that may have influenced
the results of different studies. Drawing on Jol(806) framework for organizing
aspects of context, we classified these in ternmwiibus and discrete contexts. We
also review the personal contingencies that haee bestrumental in mitigating or
enhancing relationships between job demands andhdieswork outcomes, as well as
complex 3- and 4-way interactions involving diffieteombinations of contextual and/or
personal contingencies.
Omnibus Contextual Contingencies

This category of context encompasses the broad&oament within which job
demands occur (Johns, 2006). We identified thoe¢extual features that fall into this

category: culture, time and occupation.
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Although studies have been conducted in variegoohtries (e.g., USA,
Netherlands, Germany, Denmark, UK, Australia, Canatt.), very few researchers
have actually examined the cultural context or &bkt cross-cultural or cross-country
effects. An exception to this is a study of 24 elifint countries by Yang and colleagues
(2012). They found that individualism/collectivismpderated the relationship between
the demands of workload and situational constraintkjob satisfaction. In
individualistic countries the relationship betweabase demands and job satisfaction was
significantly more negative than for collectivistountries; in collectivist countries, there
was a negative relationship between situationasicaimts and job satisfaction but the
association between workload and job satisfactiaa mot significant. This may have
been due to the already ambiguous nature of wadkldabus and colleagues (2012)
found that in countries characterized with highenainty avoidance and good social
safety net job insecurity is less detrimental to gommitment and satisfaction.
Kozusznik and colleagues (2012), proposed thatiate Spanish social workers differ
in their appraisal of workload, and in the strengftlhe association between workload
and engagement, but they found no differences lestwhee two countries. The non-
significant result here may have been due to ingafft cultural or societal differences
between the two country contexts. While in theitar@&nalysis Gilboa and colleagues
(2008) did not look at culture, they did find thatEnglish speaking countries the
negative association between job insecurity antbpaance was even more deleterious,
they did not find any moderating effect thoughrale overload, role ambiguity, and role

conflict.
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Our review indicates that the time frame used towdoet the studies may be an
important situational factor for elucidating theccimstances under which demands have
beneficial effects on work outcomes. About halfled reviewed articles (52%), outside
of meta-analyses and experiments, rely on crogsmsatdesigns. However, longitudinal
studies, especially, daily diary studies are ga@mrominence (e.gBaethge & Rigotti,
2013; Binnewies & Woarnlein, 2011; Fritz & Sonnenta@09). The purpose of this
method is to shift the focus from stable or chratressors within the work environment,
which is a characteristic of traditional cross-smd@l studies, to thdaily variation of
demands and their effect daily work outcomes. This focus on chronic or daily effec
of demands may influence the demand-outcome rekttip. For example, Baethge and
Rigotti (2013) found a negative association betw@&ae pressure and performance in a
daily study, while Peters and colleagues (1984hdba positive association between the
two variables in a cross-sectional study. It isgiale that when employees are pressed
for time their immediate performance may be advgrsiected. On the other hand, time
pressure may better demonstrate its motivatiofieatef when it is assessed as a general
characteristic of the job.

Our review shows that long-term longitudinal stgda specific job demands are
scarce (15%) and that not all demands behave the gathe long run. For example, the
negative effect of role conflict was found to dexse over time (Sargent & Terry, 1998),
but the deleterious influence of role ambiguity pksged with time (Clausen & Borg,
2011). Since it has been suggested that role corglin general less detrimental than
role ambiguity (Gilboa et al., 2008), it is possilthat people adjust in time to some

deleterious demands but they experience worsetitigew situation if strongly



27

hindering demands are not resolved. The ambiguauseaof certain demands is also
evident in long-term studies. For example, in agtoy Sonnentag et al. (2010), time
pressure, which we classified as a mixed-effectatemwas at first deleterious to
engagement, but this effect became null later.

Occupation is another important contextual fadtat tan have an impact on the
relationship between job demands and desirable wattomes. Our review lends some
support to the idea that beneficial demands thatimeosely with job requirements may
be more favorably appraised since they are perdasdacilitators of career growth
(Cavanaugh et al., 2000). For example, Morgesortamdphrey (2006), in a study of
mostly managers, found that knowledge based dentagd<n cognitive complexity
were positively associated with job satisfaction.t®e other hand, Schmitt and
colleagues (2012) found no association between detands and the job satisfaction of
university staff employees. It is possible thatrsknowledge related demands match
better with managerial than administrative staiffnitarly, if the outcome is a core
requirement of the job, the relationship betweemaleds and work outcomes may be
stronger. For example, in contrast with studies port an inverted U-shape
relationship between time pressure and creatieity.( Binnewies & Wornlein, 2011),
Ohly and Fritz (2010) found a positive associatibiey attributed this to the fact that
creativity is a core requirement for engineers. doe&v, contradictory findings emerged
in studies of emotional demands of health caregsdbnals, for whom dealing with
emotionally charged situations is part of the jGta(isen & Borg, 2011; Taris &

Schreurs, 2009). Also, strong hindering demands) as role ambiguity, seem to
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consistently exhibit deleterious properties acprsgessions (e.g., Clausen & Borg,
2011; Ito & Brotheridge, 2012; Schaubroeck & FihR98).
Discrete Contextual Contingencies

This type of context comprises specific situatioraiiables, including features of
the task (e.g., job control) as well as the sg@aj., social support) and physical
environment. While many studies in our review dad find a significant interaction
effect for discrete contextual elements (e.g., Rakdt al., 2004; Boswell et al., 2004;
Kihnel et al., 2012; Schmitt et al., 2012), sevdidlreport strong contingency roles for
these variables. However, these interactions diceays represent the desired
motivational effect.

Job control, which is defined as the ability toidechow and when to handle job
tasks (Karasek, 1979), is an important task feghathas been conceptually and
empirically linked with job demands and desirablakvoutcomes. According to the
Job-Demands Control (JD-C) model (Karasek, 197&)euhigh job control and high
demands, employees are thought to experience &me'amotivational state that would
positively affect work outcomes. However, empiritatlings are contradictory. Some
authors found that when job control was high, #latronship between demands and
outcomes was in fact positive and when it was losvrelationship became negative
(Kahnel et al., 2012; Sargent & Terry, 1998). Othérowever, found that control only
lessens the negative effect of stressors but dudsave any motivational effects (Taris
& Schreurs 2009; van Emmerik, Bakker, & Euwema,B0There are also
counterintuitive results, with studies finding tiégh control worsens the relationship

between demands and desirable outcomes (Binnewi&®&lein , 2011).
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Social support (i.e., emotional and instrumentalsut from others at work and
outside of work) is a feature of the social envimemt. Similar to job control, it is usually
hypothesized that a condition of high demands mjuwction with high social support
will lead to beneficial effects (e.g., Bakker & Derouti, 2007). However, when the
direct demand-desirable work outcome relationshipeigative, support only alleviated
the negative effects; it did not bring out any mational properties (Nielsen et al., 2011,
Sonnentag et al., 2010). On the other hand, whene tlhas no significant direct
association between demands and outcomes, sapjabd made this relationship
positive; when resources were low the relationslgipame negative (De Jonge, &
Dormann, 2006; Huynh et al., 2012). However, whemands already had a positive
relationship with outcomes, the addition of the erading effect of resources often made
this positive relationship stronger (van de Vealgt2008). Unexpectedly sometimes
high levels of resources exacerbated the negatlaéonship between demands and
desirable outcomes (Taris & Schreurs, 2009; van Enknet al., 2009).

Personal Contingencies

Apart from contextual influences, individual difégrces also play a critical role
in determining the effects of job demands on dbs&ravork outcomes (e.g., Lazarus &
Folkman, 1984). Personal differences can influendwviduals’ evaluations of demands
as beneficial or deleterious and their ability &mtle them successfully (e.g., Lazarus &
Folkman, 1984; Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, &&ufeli, 2007). In our review of
specific job demands, we identified only a few pea contingencies: self-esteem, self-

efficacy and personality.
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Self-esteem and self-efficacy are seen as heipfeinployees who face high job
demands (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). Studies fabatlwhen demands already have a
direct deleterious influence on desirable outcoraash personal resources will lessen
the negative effect (e.g., Pierce et al., 1993)weler, when the demand has a beneficial
effect, these personal resources enhance its\opitoperties (e.g., Jex & Bliese,1999).
Although personality has often been examined amaortant moderator in stress
research, we identified only one study that fouadspnality differences with respect to
the relationship between specific job demands asttable work outcomes. Jex et al.
(2002) assessed the effects of Type A persondiigy found that when people are very
irritable, mental demands have an adverse effeth@m. Some reported no significant
effects for personal contingencies (Sliter et2011).

Multiplicative Contingencies

Scholars have also considered complex (3- and 4-imggractions involving
various combinations of contextual and/or perséaebrs. Some studies indicate that
when demands, job control, and social support lhregh, employees will experience an
active motivational state that results in positivgcomes (Sargent & Terry, 2000).
However, some have observed that the joint effestipport and control only lessens the
negative influence of some demand-outcome reldtipssnstead of creating a
motivational situation (Schaubroeck & Fink, 199B%amining the joint effect of
contextual and personal factors, Rubino and callea@2012) found that the
combination of high emotional stability and job t@hcreated the most beneficial

situation when demands were high. Rodriguez aridagpies (2001) discussed even
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more complex interactions where three contextudl@ersonal factors moderated the
demand-outcome relationship.
Discussion and Future Research Directions

Our discussion is organized around the two gemprastions we posed in the
introduction to this review: Can all demands beasafed into consistently beneficial or
always deleterious? Is it only the nature of dettsathat determines their positive effect
or contextual factors play a rol&Panswering these questions, we offer suggestams
future research.

Can all Demands be Classified as ‘Beneficial’ or ‘Bleterious’?

The answer to this question is a resounding "N@.'bAr review shows, while
certain demands have consistently positive or megassociations with desired work
outcomes, several demands exhibit considerablati@riin their effects across studies.

A continuum of job demands.While the two-dimensional distinction between
challenge and hindrance stressors has definitelgramkd the field, we have noted quite a
bit of variation among demands classified as chgkeand those classified as hindrance.
Therefore, to move the field forward, we suggeat this beneficial to examine specific
demands instead of combining them into one-dimerasi@.e., job demands) or two-
dimensional (i.e., challenges and hindrances) caitgpecales. We also contend that it is
more appropriate to consider job demands alocgnéinuumfrom deleterious to
beneficial properties rather than classifying thesweither challenging or hindering.

Based on our review, we have identified some dem#mat can be more purely
differentiated into the two categorigse(, deleterious and beneficial) at the opposite ends

of the continuum, while others exhibit more mieftects, relegating them to the middle
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of the continuum. Included at the deleterious ehith@ continuum are role ambiguity,
role conflict, workflow interruptions, situationabnstraints, lack of career advancement,
and skill underutilization. While it seems from oaview that these stressors are similar
in their negative effects, a meta-analysis by Gilaad colleagues (2008) suggests that
role ambiguity and situational constraints mighttwe most detrimental stressors, at least
in relation to performance. The specific demai@s have positive motivational
properties are at the beneficial end of the comtimuthey include responsibility (i.e., role
responsibility and people responsibility), comptgxproblem-solving, and cognitive
demands. Among these beneficial demands, therstiirdifferences: responsibility
demands exhibit the most consistent relationshifis wiork outcomes, but some studies
failed to find significant associations involvirgsk complexity and problem-solving
demands. Finally, several demands had inconsistéadts: the traditional challenge
demands of time pressure and workload and theitvadl hindrance demands of role
overload and job insecurity. Unlike demands sigheaponsibility, it may be harder for
people to see a clear connection between theseyartdemands and furthering their
career and personal growth. In fact studies sudhbassuch mixed-effect demands are
usually equally appraised by individuals as bemafeand deleterious (e.g., Gilboa et al.,
2008; Webster et al., 2011). Whether the appra@asaiayed towards the positive or
negative might depend on contextual or persondimgencies.

Future research.To further clarify the content domain of job derdaynwe offer
several directions for future research. As an irtgodrstarting point, we need better
constitutional and operational definitions thatiolehte among job demands. In terms of

constitutional definitions, the most pressing nisetd understand whether there is a
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substantial difference between workload and rokerload. While workload has been
considered a challenge and role overload a hindrdemand, our review reveals that
both show mixed results in relation to desirableknmtcomes. Some authors even
suggest that there are no conceptual and pradiftatences between the two (Gilboa et
al., 2008). Therefore, we suggest that in the &utbese concepts should be considered
interchangeably or further delineated from eacletsuch that role overload would
represent perhaps an extreme form of workload.

While there is somewhat greater delineation amasg telated job demands,
there is little clarity in regards to more rela@emands, such as emotional demands.
The content domain of emotional demands encompadissisessors at the workplace
that are associated with interactions with othécs.example, the measure of emotional
demands includes items such as "I have to contiéfctdi¥ficult people in my work™" and
"Others call on me personally in my work" (Van Metden & Meijman, 1994). Both
items seem to capture different aspects of relatidamands. The first one seems to be
more in line with interpersonal conflict and havmare deleterious effect, while the
second one may represent more responsibility togrstand be appraised more
positively. Thus, future research may need to ntowards using more specific measures
of relational demands.

In terms of operational definitions, measures @cHic job demands need to be
improved. While good measures for stressors, ssdit@ational constraints, role
conflict, and role ambiguity, seem to exist, thisra need to develop reliable and valid
scales for assessing other stressors, such agsplensibility and workload. Before

refinement of composite measures is possible, e@menend that researchers first focus
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on clarifying specific job demands. In particulagre meta-analyses are needed to
identify the demands with the highest effect sina®lation to desirable work outcomes.
Comparing job demands to each other through metbsas will allow future research
to more accurately place them on the proposedmauntn or within the appropriate
composite measure.

Is it Only the Nature of Demands that Determines Thir Positive Effect or do
Contextual and Personal Factors Play a Role?

Based on our review, contingencies do play an inaporole in the job demands
— work outcome relationships. However, contexithliences seem to be more
instrumental in affecting these relationships.

Contextual and personal contingenciedn terms of contextual contingencies,
our review suggests that both omnibus and disceegexts play important roles in
influencing the effects of job demands on desiralmek outcomes. In particular, we
found that the omnibus context can be a reasoftiutiuations in results across studies,
especially for mixed-effect demands. The omnibus@iacreet contexts are not
independent of each other, but instead they reptreiéerent levels intertwined together
(Johns, 2006), with the discreet context dependeithe omnibus context. That is, the
effects of demands are first determined to an ¢Xtgmhe general environment and then
are further clarified by more particular situatibfactors. The influence of personal
contingencies is not as clear-cut, nor have these s extensively researched.
However, our review indicates that personal factondd interact with job demands as
well as other contextual contingencies to altefjoitedemands — work outcome

relationship.
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Future research Based on our review of contextual and personalicgencies,
we offer several directions for future investigasdhat examine the complexities of the
link between job demands and desirable work outson@ the various omnibus
contextual factors, time has received the moshatte from scholars. Differences in
demand effects seem to depend on whether demamdsagsessed as dynamic (i.e.,
daily) or stable characteristics. However, moreaesh comparing each specific daily
and chronic demand effect is needed. It is alssipte that some demands, such as
workflow interruptions, can best be studied on dydavel (e.g., Baethge & Rigotti,
2013), while other demands would be best examisedae stable workplace
characteristics (e.g., role responsibility)(e.gelter et al., 2011).Our review also hints
at the possibility that not all demands behavestimae when their effects over time are
examined and that this seems to depend on the detyaea We found that mixed-effect
demands (e.g., time pressure) had more inconsistieats than demands of a more
consistent nature (e.g., role ambiguity). Moresegsh with specific rather than
composite measures of job demands is needed ti@lethe behavior of stressors over
time.

Very limited research considers other omnibus odotd features such as culture
and occupation. In particular, more studies arelegé@o determine whether the effects of
demands on desirable work outcomes differ acroksres. Also, since the cross-cultural
studies we reviewed focused exclusively on indigidum/collectivism and uncertainty
avoidance, future studies need to examine othéuralildimensions, such as time
orientation, as well as, differences in socialjtpmal, and economic structures. With

respect to the occupational context, our reviewnisaio the possibility that when



36

demands are seen as part of core job requirentbatsmay be appraised more
favorably. However, some studies contradict tesedion, indicating that more research
is needed to understand the relationship betwdedgmands and job requirements. In
addition, while mixed-effect demands (e.g., timegsure) seem to vary more across
professions, more inherently deleterious or berafdemands (e.g., role ambiguity)
seem to have consistent effects. In the futurelach may want to compare explicitly the
possible beneficial effects of job demands acrostepsions.

The influence of the discreet context seems todog dependent on whether the
direct relationship between demands and desirabtk autcomes is positive, negative,
or null. It seems that it is first the nature loé tdemand that determines its effect, then it
is the omnibus context that seems to further atfeetelationship, and finally the
discreet context clarifies it. Supporting this kexm@tory role of the discrete context, there
are several theories, including the Job DemanddrGlddodel (JD-C) (Karasek , 1979)
and the Job Demands-Resources Model (J{BBerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, &
Schaufeli, 2001), that consider discrete conteXertlures as important contingencies on
the job demands — work outcomes relationships. § tle=ories assume that all demands
have similar effects and that regardless of theadwhhigh job control or high resources
such as social support, in conjunction with higlhdads, would create a positive
motivational state (i.e., "active" job). Howevbased on our review, it seems that an
"active" job is only achieved when demands alrezalye a direct positive (even if not
significant) relationship with outcomes (e.g., Kéhat al., 2012; Sargent & Terry, 1998).
If demands already exhibit a negative relationsaifavorable discreet context is only

able to lessen their negative effect but not feat#éi a state of motivation (e.g., Taris &



37

Schreurs 2009; van Emmerik et al., 2009). Theserohtions point to the possibility that
beneficial demands will be enhanced by the presehealuable resources, while
deleterious stressors will only be buffered by teses. Thus, achieving an "active" job
may only be possible if employees are experiendamgands of at least a somewhat
challenging nature. We note, however, that mangissuidentified in our review failed to
find a significant interaction effect. This has mpyated some to conclude that the
contingencies such as job demand-job control iotenas are a myth (e.g., Taris, 2006).
For our review, we were able to identify only sv/fstudies that looked at personal
contingencies. However, preliminary evidence poiotshe possibility that personal
contingencies, especially personal resources ssisklaesteem and self-efficacy, would
have the same effect as discreet contextual vagabhat is, when personal resources are
high they might be able to mitigate the negatifeience of already deleterious demands
and enhance the positive effect of beneficial o@es.review also identified personality
as a factor in clarifying the demand-outcome retathip, but because of insufficient
studies that focus on specific job demands, basdarly to make inferences. We
encourage future researchers to examine a broaadgra personal contingencies,
including demographic differences such as gendereaduncation, as well as personality
differences and other personal resources. A proguigie of research looks at the
proactive effort on the side of employees to caafl shape their job demands based on
their own personal desires and needs (e.g., Pdd@mgerouti, Peeters, Schaufeli, &
Hetland, 2012; Tims et al., 2013). Such studiesfagther elucidate the role of personal

contingencies in clarifying the effect of job derdan
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Although our review included a couple of studiest ttonsidered multiplicative
interaction effects (e.g., Schaubroeck & Fink, 199& need more research on the joint
interactions of contextual and/or personal contmigs. The JD-C(S) model (Karasek &
Theorell, 1990) suggests that a combination ofuesEs may be most suitable for
achieving an "active" job state, but there is Vdthe support for this proposition. Thus,
to confirm such theoretical explanations, we needenstudies that focus on the joint
interaction of control and support, as well astonjbint interactions among other
resources. These studies can then be examinedyqgradterns that may support the idea
that a combination of resources is best.

Conclusion

In this review, we have focused on the influencepcificjob demands on
desirable work outcomes. We suggest that futuetsfbe directed towards ordering
stressors along a continuum ranging from demaratsatie heavily deleterious for
achieving valued goals and career growth to thiegeare consistently facilitative of such
personal and professional accomplishments. Furthkernour review suggests that
examinations of contextual (i.e., discreet and dms) and personal contingencies may
result in more complete inferences about the effetiob demands, especially those that
have mixed effects (i.e., around the middle ofdbetinuum). By stepping back and
focusing on specific job demands, we believe thatre researchers will bring clarity to
the fragmented job demand literature, especialtgims of their positive influence on

desirable work outcomes.
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CHAPTER 2: DYNAMIC INTERACTION EFFECTS OF DAILY ANT ICIPATED

CHALLENGE JOB DEMANDS AND UNANTICIPATED JOB DEMANDS ON

WORK ENGAGEMENT AND GOAL PROGRESS SATISFACTION
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In the management literature, job stressors/demaredsften considered
detrimental to employees and work outcomes beaafubeir tendency to contribute to
employee strain and stress. However, a somewhentreerspective on job stressors has
emerged. Based on the transactional theory ofss{teszarus & Folkman, 1984), the
challenge and hindrance stressors framework prepbse, while all job demands will
increase strain, some will be viewed by employeesraopportunity for achieving valued
goals (Cavanaugh, Boswell, Roehling, & Boudrea®®@0Challenge job stressoesd.,
time pressure, role responsibility, role complexitte novelty, and workload) include
job demands that are evaluated as facilitatinggpetisand career growth through goal
achievement. Hindrance stress@g(,role ambiguity, role conflict, situational
constraints, and red tape), on the other handjieveed as a barrier to reaching valued
goals and to personal and career advancementr@-bimnceptualization of job stressors
has been very popular, with studies finding diffei@ed effects of job demands in
relation to various work outcomes, such as jolbuatéis, turnover and turnover intentions,
performance, citizenship and counterproductive Wieins, and engagement (Cavanaugh
et al., 2000; Crawford, LePine, & Rich, 2010; Le®ihePine, & Jackson, 2004; LePine,
Podsakoff, & LePine, 2005; Podsakoff, LePine, & inef?2007; Rodell & Judge, 2009).

However, little consideration has been given toasathnding the dynamic effects
of demands within a given day and assessing whétbatifferentiated beneficial and
detrimental effects of job demands will hold whieayt unexpectedly occur in an already
challenging and stressful situation. In such cinglieg circumstances.€., experiencing
challenge demands) it is possible that no matetythe of new unanticipated demands

encountered throughout the dag.( challenge or hindrance) they would be seen as
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roadblocks to dealing with the original demands acltieving daily goals. This would
mean that encountering new and unanticipated desnahdn already experiencing stress
due to challenge demands would create a deletesituetion regardless of the type of
unanticipated demand.

Thus the present study looks at the interplay betweanticipated challenge and
hindrance job demands and anticipated challengdgatands within a given workday
and their effects on daily work engagemem (employees psychological presence in
and focus on daily work activities) (Kahn, 1990y ataily goal progress satisfactiare(,
employees’ satisfaction with their progress towaraisipleting a certain daily work
goal). Anticipated challenge job demands are amyastels of a challenging and
motivating nature that employees know they will @awuring the day. On the other hand,
based on Mandler (1975), unanticipated demandarradditional demands that are
encountered during the day and that representumions to workflow, such that
employees need to address them to at least somet.ext

This study has several contributions. First, ittdbates to literature on job
stressors by suggesting that the dynamic interpddyeen existing and new daily
challenge and hindrance stressors needs to be medefore we gain a firm
understanding of the consequences of job demarsiisg @n integration of the challenge
and hindrance stressors framework and Mandler'ggLtheory of interruptions, |
suggest that unanticipated demands will conflichvaiready existing challenge demands
and thus create a deleterious situation regardliestether the new demands are
classified as challenge or hindrance. In fact,glers been some evidence that

unanticipated demands are perceived as hindraresssts because they represent work
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interruptions (Clarke, 2012). Thus, encountering type of unanticipated demand will
be undesirable in an already demanding situati@nveév¥er | further suggest that due to
their innately detrimental nature, unanticipateadnance demands experienced in
already challenging circumstances will be in faatn@ging to daily work engagement
and goal progress satisfaction; unanticipated engtt demands will only mitigate the
positive influence of anticipated challenge demands

Second, while demands are classified as beingrastiallenging or hindering,
there is evidence that they tend to vary withinhezategory in regard to how facilitative
or detrimental they are to personal and career tiwr@gwg, Gilboa, Shirom, Fried, &
Cooper, 2008; Webster, Beehr, & Love, 2011). Basethis evidence and Mandler’'s
(1975) theory of interruptions, | suggest thatdlegree to which unanticipated daily job
stressors would be detrimental in an already chgiigy situation would vary within the
challenge and hindrance classification, dependmbaw much the specific
unanticipated stressor is facilitating or hampetorg-term and short-term goals. This
suggests that, while useful, the two-dimensionadsification of demands might be an
oversimplification and we should perhaps considanands to fall at different points on
a continuum between challenge and hindrance.

Theory and Hypotheses

Mandlers’ (1975) theory of interruptions providesappropriate framework for
studying the effect of unanticipated interruptiraglg job stressors on planned short-term
daily job demands (Rudolph & Repenning, 2002; Wei&90). This theory specifically
looks at the effect of disruptive events, suchramnticipated daily job demands, on

cognitive schemas of intended behavior, or in othands, short-term goals (Fiske &
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Taylor, 1984). In the heart of this perspectiveaniicipated interrupting demands are
seen as disrupting the process of task or goargssgAccording to Mandler (1975), any
intention to reach a goal produces a tension systdmnch is released when the goal is
reached and is preserved if the goal is blockedrdfbre, the most common response to
an interrupting demand that represents a barrigo&b progress is increased stress and
anxiety. However, Mandler (1975) suggests thatetgxs not the only response and that
unanticipated demands can affect individuals tyimgrdegrees, depending to how well
the interruption fits the already existing goal esctata. The more it is aligned with the
short-term goal, the less the stress situation dveeém detrimental to individuals.

Mandler (1975) does suggest that interruptionalighed well with the goal,
would even result in positive arousal, such asalaHowever, the interruptions in this
case do not really represent additional unantiegbatressful demands, such as the
common challenge and hindrance stressors. For dgaarpinterruption that consists of
a colleague stopping by for small talk is disruetie goal progress; but this new
relatively benign activity could also be alignediwthe goal, if the colleague is able to
provide some insights that would help achieve e taster or just present an
opportunity for a short restorative break (Jett &@&e, 2003). On the other hand,
unanticipated challenge and hindrance stressoestadtheir innate taxing nature, would
represent a more serious interruption and ardiledg to be perceived as aligned to the
short-term goal. For example, realizing that thadiiee for a certain project is sooner
than previously thought could lead to abandonimgtéisk at hand for a period of time in
order to complete the more pressing task. Thisetbee, would create a stressful

situation that prevents the achievement of theirmailgask.
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In addition, not all short-term goals will be sstd if there is no anticipation of
high challenge demands for the day. For examplanba goal to write a memo for an
hour during the work day would certainly represgidss stressful goal demand, if it is
not viewed to be associated with time pressurenaagy workloadi(e., as in the
situation of high anticipated challenge demands)day already stressful conditions,
however, employees are less likely to respond ssteky to new demands, even
challenges (Schaubroeck & Ganster, 1993). In soakitions, individuals are unlikely
to react adaptively (Schaubroeck & Ganster, 1988)auld thus experience anything
from anger, to aggression, or to withdrawal (Mandl®75).

Therefore, initial anticipated daily challenge gémands will most probably be
related to greater job satisfaction and goal attaim satisfaction according to the
challenge and hindrance stressors framework (Caxggmet al., 2000). However,
integrating Mandler’'s (1975) theory, unanticipajeld demands encountered during the
day will act as moderators that alter this relaglap in a detrimental way.

Furthermore, while unanticipated demands are vieagedeleterious disruptions,
as suggested by Mandler (1975), they will stilliwdepending on the degree to which
they are disruptive of the short-term goal, suchampleting daily tasks. In addition, it is
likely that since, in general, challenge demandsd te be aligned with long term goals
(Cavanaugh et al., 2000; Lazarus & Folkman, 19840h as career advancement, the
more the interrupting demand is facilitating of f@ssional advancement, while still to a
degree disruptive to the short-term goal, the ikesdl be responsible for creating a
deleterious situation. Therefore, interrupting panticipated job demands will be the

most detrimental when they are highly disruptivehaf goal €.g.,take too much
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cognitive energy to address) and are unlikely tallmned with long-term professional
goals.

The proposed model is presented in Figure 1. Engglsiyoverall perception of
challenging demands they anticipate to have duhagvork day is suggested to increase
employees’ daily work engagement and goal progassfaction towards the end of the
work day. Encountering specific unanticipated aradle demands.€., time pressure,
role novelty) will mitigate the positive relationplbetween anticipated challenge
demands and the daily work outcomes. Encountemagticipated hindrance demands
(i.e., situational constraints, ambiguity) will createearen more deleterious situation,
where the positive relationship between anticipateallenge demands and the daily
work outcomes becomes negative.

Figure 1

The Interplay between Anticipated Daily Challenganiands and Unanticipated Daily
Job Demands

Unanticipated job demands
Time pressure

Role novelty
Situational constraints
Ambiguity

Daily work engagement

Anticipated challenge
job demands

Daily goal progress
satisfaction
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Anticipated Challenge Demands and Employee Engagemteand Goal Achievement

Based on the challenge and hindrance stressorg\vark, having challenging
job demands during the work day, while stressfill,ve seen as opportunities for career
advancement and goal attainment if completed safidgs(Cavanaugh et al., 2000). In
the presence of such demands, employees are edpegesitively evaluate their jobs.

In fact there is evidence that overall employeeagement increases when employees are
experiencing challenge stressors (Crawford, LeRinRich, 2010). Often cited reasons

for the positive effects of challenge stressorsrareeased employee motivation (LePine,
Podsakoff, & LePine, 2005; Podsakoff, LePine, & ine?2007), positive emotions
(Lazarus, 1991; Rodell & Judge, 2009), and actdegéive coping (Crawford, LePine, &
Rich, 2010). There is also evidence that in additimstable challenging job
characteristics, daily challenge demands are &stylto be beneficial for daily positive
work outcomes, such as creativity, proactivity arizenship behaviorse(g.,Fritz &
Sonnentag, 2009; Ohly & Fritz, 2010; Rodell & Jud?@09), as well as daily work
engagement (Sonnentag, Mojza, Demerouti, & Baki@t?).

While there is no research that has examined teeifsprelationship between
anticipated daily challenge demands and subseagiadgtwork engagement, the above
evidence points to the likelihood that such a pasitelationship would exist. Due to the
motivational properties of challenge demands aei tendency to promote goal
achievement (Cavanaugh et al., 2000), it is furéxgrected that anticipated challenge
demands would be facilitative to achieving dailyalgcand thus result in goal progress

satisfaction at the end of the work day. This sbaupported by the time management
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literature, where setting goals and priorities hsas challenge demands, for the day could
facilitate goal progress (Claessens, van EerddeR&tRoe, 2007). Thus:
Hypothesis 1Anticipated daily challenge job demands will becassted
with higher work engagement at the end of the waykd
Hypothesis 2Anticipated daily challenge job demands will becassted
with higher goal progress satisfaction at the enth@ workday.
Unanticipated Job Demands

The unanticipated job demands examined here agegdmgssure, role novelty,
situational constraints, and ambiguity. Time pressnd role novelty are considered to
be motivational and of a challenging nature, whiteational constraints and ambiguity
are assumed to be detrimental and thus hindraresssts (Cavanaugh et al., 2000;
Crawford et al., 2010).

Based on the challenge and hindrance stressorg\rark, time pressure and role
novelty would contribute to personal and careemincand thus to desirable work
outcomes (Cavanaugh et al., 2000). Time pressulefised as the degree to which
employees need to work fast in order to complete fbb tasksé€.g.,Kinicki &

Vecchio, 1994). Role novelty, on the other handresents the degree to which the
current work role is different from past roles (Not¢son & West, 1988).

While stressful, due to its motivational propertiepush employees to work
harder, time pressure has been considered to beiaesl with the achievement of long-
term career goals under the challenge and hindrstnegsors framework. However, it is
possible that, within a given work day, employees/rancounter high levels of time

pressure that they did not expect. Such unexpéichedpressure usually occurs due to
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the introduction of unanticipated workload or peahbk that unexpectedly shorten
deadlines. Based on Mandlers’s (1975) theorytefriaptions, when a demand such as
time pressure is experienced as interrupting aaticipated, it would be seen as a
barrier to completing already existing daily taskBus employees’ workflow would be
interrupted and they would have to stop and reexaltheir approach to the task at hand.
This can elevate levels of stress and, accordimdaodler (1975), also create a
deleterious situation that may prompt employeesetothe unanticipated time pressure as
impeding the achievement of daily work goals. Tthespositive influence of anticipated
challenge demands will be mitigated when encoumgannanticipated time pressure
during the work day.

On the other hand, role novelty is a challenge dehthat, within the context of a
given work day, represents how different the natdrthe present task is compared to
what usually is required from the employee. Roleatty involves having to use new and
unfamiliar skills or methods to accomplish workksaind responsibilities. Thus, under
the challenge and hindrance stressors framewoikséen as contributing positively to
personal and career growth in the long run dueatquisition of valuable skills and
experience. However, based on Mandler’s (1975)rthebinterruptions, while
experiencing role novelty can be beneficial inltheg-term, it may be undesirable if it is
unanticipated and interrupts workflow. For examplg;ing work on a factory floor plan
design, an engineer may unexpectedly encounterebe to learn a new method for
designing a more efficient waste disposal systeetddast minute requests by the client.
This will inevitably interrupt the progress on tiask at hand and slow down work. Thus,

while the anticipation of having a challenge-filledrk day can be motivational, if
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additional unanticipated challenge demands sucddsional time pressure or role
novelty are experienced during the day, employessilkely to feel that their workflow

is disrupted and be less likely to be engaged aite tsatisfied with the progress on their
daily work goals. In other words the interruptingntands of time pressure and role
novelty will mitigate the positive relationship lbe&ten anticipated challenge demands and

the daily work outcomes. Therefore:

Hypothesis 3 a-bJnanticipated time pressure will moderate the paesit
relationship between anticipated challenge demanddaily a) work
engagement and b) goal progress satisfaction,thathvhen unanticipated time
pressure is high the anticipated challenge-outcetagionship will be weaker
than when time pressure is low.

Hypothesis 4 a-bJnanticipated role novelty will moderate the pasti
relationship between anticipated challenge demanddaily a) work
engagement and b) goal progress satisfaction,thathvhen unanticipated role
novelty is high the anticipated challenge-outcoslatronship will be weaker than

when role novelty is low.

Situational constraints and ambiguity, on the otteerd, are considered to be
hindrance stressors since they tend to preveradhievement of valued long-term goals
and are barriers to personal and career goals (2aga et al., 2000). Situational
constraints are defined as organizational or wedtures that prevent employees from

translating their ability and motivation into gopdrformance (Peters, O’Connor,
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Eulberg, & Watson, 1988). On the other hand, ambjigepresents a state of stressful
insecurity of not knowing what is expected, missmigrmation to complete a task, or
uncertainty of how to proceed next (Rizzo, House,i&man, 1970; Zohar, 1997).
These demands have repeatedly been associatedegittased engagement and
performance (Adkins & Naumann, 2001; Bernardin, % Brief & Aldag, 1976; Fried,
BenDavid, Tiegs, Avital, & Yeverechyahu, 1998; Gilbeial., 2008; Klein & Kim,
1998; Pearsall et al., 2009; Peters, O'Connor, &na% Quick, 1984; Pierce, Gardner,
Dunham, & Cummings, 1993; Rubino et al., 2012; 8bhaeck & Fink, 1998; Steel &
Mento, 1986; Tubre & Collins, 2000).

According to both Mandler’s (1975) theory of intgstions and the challenge and
hindrance stressors framework, hindrance demamdsth unanticipated interruptions
will result in a detrimental situation. Since sugdnerally hindering interrupting demands
are detrimental to not only short-term goals agyeated by Mandler (1975), but also to
long-term goals, they would be perceived by empdsyas even more undesirable and
deleterious than interrupting challenge demandsg;iwdwre only a barrier to short-term
goals. Therefore, it is possible that employeeslayan fact, become de-motivated and
withdraw from working on their tasks. Such passine emotional coping response is
often cited as a result of encountering hindram@ssors (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984;
Rodell & Judge, 2009), and it has been assumed tietsimental to work engagement
(Crawford et al., 2010). Under such conditions iikely that the relationship between
anticipated challenge demands and daily work engagéand goal progress satisfaction

would become negative. Thus:
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Hypothesis 5 a-bUnanticipated situational constraints will modertte
positive relationship between anticipated challedgmands and daily a) work
engagement and b) goal progress satisfaction,thathvhen unanticipated
situational constraints are high the relationshipbecome negative and will
remain positive when unanticipated situational t@msts are low.

Hypothesis 6 a-bUnanticipated ambiguity will moderate the positive
relationship between anticipated challenge demandgaily a) work
engagement and a) goal progress satisfaction,thatiwhen unanticipated
ambiguity is high the relationship will become niegaand will remain positive

when unanticipated ambiguity is low.

Stemming from the integration of Mandler’s (197%@dry of interruptions and
the challenge and hindrance stressors framewasldéleterious effect of interrupting
demands vary depending on how disruptive the demaralto the short-term goal or
task at hand and how misaligned there are with-teng goals. While challenge
demands in general have been considered to besdligith desirable long-term goals
and hindrance demands are seen to impede thesan@mh et al., 2000), there has been
some evidence (Webster, Beehr, & Love, 2011; Widi@emmer, Kalin, Jacobshagen, &
Meier, 2011) that not all challenge demands aretaal to the same degree and not all
hindrance demands are equally detrimental. In exhdiit is also likely that the different
unanticipated demands within the challenge andrbmzk stressors classification vary in
regard to how disruptive they are to the short-tdeaty goals. Thus, | suggest that the

challenge stressors of time pressure and role tyowdl not have the same effect on the
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relationship between anticipated demands and glgttitudes. | expect the same to be
the case for the two hindrance stressors of stmaticonstraints and ambiguity.

Recent research on stressors has found evideaicedhall challenge stressors
are equally appraised and evaluated as beneMgbster and colleagues (2011) found
that demands, even if previously classified aslehgingor hindering, can contain
aspects of both challenge and hindrance to vaaggees, depending on the demand.
Based on this, while all challenge demands areflwggieor achieving long-term goals
and career advancement, some challenge demandsemagre facilitative of this than
others. Thus, | suggest that role novelty wilganeral be more advantageous for
reaching desired personal and career outcomegitharpressure. For example, learning
new skills and ways to accomplish work tasks aspaasibilities through regularly
experiencing role novelty is likely to be positiyavaluated when considering an
employee for promotion. On the other hand, writimpther memo under very tight
deadlines and increased time pressure would bekaltat was performed numerous
times before and may represent less opportunitgdéanonstrating abilities or learning
new skills and therefore may not be seen as sweliuable opportunity as frequently
experiencing role novelty. Therefore, role novedtynore likely to be perceived as more
facilitative of long-term goals than time pressurkis would mean that in their role as
interrupting demands, role novelty will be seemeas detrimental than time pressure.
While both would be deleterious to achieving shertn goals, role novelty would at
least somewhat improve employees’ job experiencaglthe day since it would be seen

as more facilitative of career and professionabadement.
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Hypothesis 7a-bUnanticipated time pressure will affect the positiv
relationship between anticipated challenge demandgaily a) work
engagement and b) goal progress satisfaction negatively than unanticipated

role responsibility.

Research into hindrance stressors has generalhgfeuidence that ambiguity is
one of the most detrimental hindrance stressora.nmeta-analysis, Gilboa and
colleagues (2008) found that ambiguity had thengjest negative relationship with
performance even when other stressors, such asaofkct and job insecurity, were
controlled. Ambiguity is likely to stop the progsesn a goal since it may create a
situation where the employee would not know howesolve a problem encountered
while working on the task. Experiencing such amitgduring the day may result in an
intense and paralyzing negative emotion (Jett &rGea2003). For example, an
employee writing an annual budget report may reachnexpected roadblock in their
work and thus be unsure how to proceed due toliberae of clear guidelines. Such an
interruption under an already stressful conditibhigh anticipated challenge demands
would then severely hinder goal progress. In adjtsuch a roadblock is less likely to
be resolved in a relatively effortless or fast marsince it may require a series of
complex thought processes to be resolved. On tier band, while situational
constraints, such as working with outdated equigneamn be a nuisance and slow down
work progress, they are less likely to stop progasnpletely and require large amounts
of cognitive energy to be directed towards res@\an issue, as is the case with

experiencing ambiguity. According to Mandler’s (59Theory of interruptions, a less
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distracting and cognitively intense interruptionuldcreate less of a detrimental
situation than one that is more so. Situationaktr@mts are less likely to require intense
effort by employees to come up with solutions fowito resolve them and thus may not
create as detrimental a situation as when emplae@®t know how to proceed with
goal progress, as is the case with ambiguity. Thus,
Hypothesis 8a-bUnanticipated ambiguity will affect the positive
relationship between anticipated challenge demanddaily a) work
engagement and b) goal progress satisfaction negatively than unanticipated

situational constraints.

lllustrations of the proposed moderating effects@esented in Figures 2a-b and

3a-b.



63

Figures 2 a-b

Expected Results for the Interaction between Ardtedd Challenge Demands and
Unanticipated Time Pressure
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Figures 3 a-b

Expected Results for the Interaction between Ardtedd Challenge Demands and
Unanticipated Situational Constraints
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Methods
Data Collection and Sample

Participants for this diary study were recruitemhfrsmall organizations operating
in the field of engineering, architecture and fioaim Bulgaria. These industries were
chosen since employees are more likely to engageoject based work and thus be able
to assess what demands they anticipate to havenaithiven work day and also have the
ability to evaluate whether they are satisfied wpitbgress towards a certain daily goal.
The managers of these organizations were contacigdf willing to participate, were
asked to forward the first survey to their emplsye®s an incentive for the
organizations, | offered feedback about study testihe participants themselves were
entered into a lucky draw to win an Apple iPad.

Participants were asked to first complete a gersenaley to assess demographics
and general level of job control. Then, for two secutive weeks, participants had to
complete two surveys a day (morning and afternémmat least five work days. The
specific weeks differed across participants. Eahttle morning survey was sent out
before 6am, followed by the afternoon survey at 3phe morning survey assessed the
levels of challenge demands participants expecté@dve during the day. The afternoon
survey asked about unanticipated demands expedaehoeng the day and participants’
work engagement and goal progress satisfaction.

The general survey was completed by 114 individaatsout of these 101
participated in the daily diary study. The finalgae consisted of 52 participants who
completed two surveys a day for all the required tlays and within the required times

of the day. Thus the data set contains data ford2§8 nested within 52 individuals.
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The final sample of 52 participants was from 28amigations and participants per
organization ranged between 1 and 4. The majofiparticipants were women (71%).
The average age was 42 years. Most of the pantitsgead a Master’s degree (87%). In
terms of position within the organization, 37% wtp-management, 26 % middle to
low management, and 37% had non-management pasidwerage job tenure was 7
years and participants worked 46 hours a week erage. With respect to family status,
the majority (69%) was married or in a committeldtionship and 60% had at least one
child.

Measures

Data was collected at the day and person levdlstefs were in Bulgarian. The
survey was translated from English to Bulgarian tosh translated back to English per
recommendations by Brislin (1970) to ensure thatesuitems have the same meaning in
both languages. Means, standard deviations, ctoe$a and reliabilities for the study
variables are presented in Table 1.

Day-level measuresDaily anticipated challenge demands (an overallsues
were collected in the morning and daily unanticgolalemandsd.€., time pressure, role
novelty, situational constraints, and role ambigjlitjoal progress satisfaction and work
engagement were collected in the afternoon.

Day-specifiocwork engagemenwas measured by adapting Rothbard’s (2001)
work engagement scale to reflect daily assessnetoriginal nine-item scale was
shortened to four items in order to decrease the tequired to complete the daily
afternoon survey and the burden on participants aen done in daily diary studies

(e.g.,To, Fisher, Ashkanasy, & Rowe, 2012). This is@obit Likert scale (1-strongly
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disagree to 5-strongly agree). The four items ahesece they best represent the content
domain of the complete work engagement scale avddy, | focused a great deal of
attention on my work; Today, | concentrated a lonaoy work; Today, | often got carried
away by what | was working on; When | was workinday, | was completely engrossed
by my work. “ Cronbach’s alpha across days rangad/é&en .85 and .90 = .87).

Daily goal progress satisfactiomas measured by first asking respondents to
provide one goal in the morning that they were piag to achieve during the day. In the
afternoon, respondents were asked to rate thesfaetion with achieving this goal (1-
very dissatisfied to 5 — very satisfied) (“Pleaateithe degree to which you feel satisfied
with your progress towards achieving your work goalthe day”).

Anticipated challenge demand&re measured by adapting Rodell and Judge’s
(2009) daily challenge stressors scale (originatigpted from Cavanaugh et al., 2010) to
reflect anticipation of these demands. This isppBt Likert scale (1-strongly disagree to
5-strongly agree) and consists of eight items. Aa item is “Today, my job will
require me to work very hard.” Cronbach’s alphagethbetween .80 and .8@ € .84).

Unanticipated time pressuris assessed using a scale by Semmer (1984) adapted
to reflect unanticipated demands. This is a 5-ploikert scale (1-not at all to 5-to a great
extent) and consists of three items. A sample itefioday, | unexpectedly was required
to work fast.” Cronbach’s alpha ranged betweernan@ .92 i1 = .83).

Unanticipated role noveltwas adapted from Nicholson and West (1988) to be
assessed at the day-level. Participants were askeflect how different their work was
today from their usual work. This is a four itenakcmeasured on a 5-point Likert scale

(1-not at all to 5-to a great extent). A sampleniis “Today, | unexpectedlyad to use
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different methods than those | usually use to @gab.” Cronbach’s alpha ranged between
.84 and .90 = .88).

Unanticipated situational constraintgere assessed using a scale by Semmer
(1984) adapted to reflect unanticipated demands. i§ta four item scale measured on a
5-point Likert scale (1-not at all to 5-to a greatent). A sample item is “Today, |
unexpectedly had to work with materials and infaiiorathat were incomplete and
outdated.” Cronbach’s alpha ranged between .82%nh@/ = .87).

Unanticipated ambiguityas adapted from Zohar (1997) to reflect the daily
context and the unanticipated aspect of the demimemeasure consists of five items.
This is a 5-point Likert scale (1- not at all toté-a great extent). A sample item is
“Today, | unexpectedly was unsure how to solveabl@m.” Cronbach’s alpha ranged
between .83 and .904(= .87).

| controlled for diary daysime) (1-5 days) in order to test for whether work
engagement and goal progress satisfaction migimgehas a function of days elapsed
during the study duration.

Person-level measure?erson-level variables collected at the beginninp®
study, before distributing the daily diary studiegre included in the analysis as controls
in order to take person-level differences into actavhen predicting daily work
engagement and goal progress satisfaction. Levglotontrolcan vary across
individuals and could influence the degree to wipebple feel engaged during the work
day (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) and the degree eirtbatisfaction with achieving daily
work goals. | assessed job control using Karas@©®g9) four-item scale. This is a 5-

point Likert scale (1-never to 5-extremely oftenjlaa sample item is “To what extent do
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you have the freedom to decide how to organize wark.” Cronbach’s alphais .82. |
also controlled for relevant demographics that d@l$o have an influence on the
outcome variables. These controls wgeader(0-male, 1-female)yveekly work hours

age andjob tenurein years.



Table 1

Means, Standard Deviations, Mean Internal ConsisteReliabilities, and Zero-Order Correlatiofis

6

7

Variable M°Mm¢ Sp/sof
1.Day-level engagement 3.71/3.71 0.57/0.73
2.Day-level goal progress satisfaction 3.50/3.49 72Q..02
3.Day-level anticipated challenge demands 3.27/3.27 0.58/0.70
4.Day-level unanticipated time pressure 2.48/2.47 .83/.09
5. Day-level unanticipated situational constraints 1.94/1.93 0.76/0.90
6. Day-level unanticipated ambiguity 1.83/1.82 (00680
7. Day-level unanticipated role novelty 2.04/2.04 .7580.97
8. Job control 3.41/3.41 1.00/

9. Gender 0.71/0.71 0.46/

10. Weekly work hours 46.14/46.14 9.48
11. Age 41.90/41.90  11.84/

12. Job tenure 7.2717.27 5.51/

-.05

-.29
.25
.56

.80

(.87)
67

10
.15
44
68

82
72

(.88)

& Correlations below the diagonal represent withidividual scores (day-level) (n=260); Correlatiab®ve the diagonal represent between-individuakesco
(person-level) (n=52). Values in parenthesis regreeeliabilities. Person-level correlations of @9arger are significant @k.05. Day-level correlations of .13

or larger are significant @K.05.
®Means and standard deviations at the person level.

°Means and standard deviations at the day level.
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Table 1 (Continued)

Means, Standard Deviations, Mean Internal ConsisteReliabilities, and Zero-

Order Correlatiofis

Variable MP/M ¢ SD/SDf 8 9 10 11 12
1.Day-level engagement 3.71/3.71 0.57/0.73 -.10 -.08 .01 -.18 -17
2.Day-level goal progress satisfaction 3.50/3.49 720.02 -.39 -.02 -.13 -.18 -.22
3.Day-level anticipated challenge demands 3.27/3.27 0.58/0.70 13 .10 14 -12 .02
4.Day-level unanticipated time pressure 2.48/2.47 .83/.09 14 -.18 .16 .07 -.07
5. Day-level unanticipated situational constraints 1.94/1.93 0.76/0.90 .21 -.25 .18 -.09 21
6. Day-level unanticipated ambiguity 1.83/1.82 00680 .25 -.08 .18 .02 -.09
7. Day-level unanticipated role novelty 2.04/2.04 .7900.97 .33 -.05 .06 -.01 -.06
8. Job control 3.41/3.41 1.00/ (.82) .01 21 17 .24
9. Gender 0.71/0.71 0.46/ - -.06 31 .10
10. Weekly work hours 46.14/46.14 9.48 - 23. .21
11. Age 41.90/41.90 11.84/ - 42
12. Job tenure 7.27/7.27 5.51/ -

& Correlations below the diagonal represent withiisiidual scores (day-level) (n=260); Correlatiahb®ve the diagonal represent between-individuaksco
(person-level) (n=52). Values in parenthesis regreeeliabilities. Person-level correlations of @9arger are significant @k.05. Day-level correlations of .13

or larger are significant gk.05.
®Means and standard deviations at the person level.

“Means and standard deviations at the day level.

T
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Data Analysis

To test my proposed model, | use hierarchical limeadeling in SAS in
order to account for multiple levels of analysis.(days nested within people)
(Nezlek, 2012). Since there were a few missingeslor some items across days
| analyzed the data using spatial power structui@der to account for the
missing daily observations (Bolger & Laurenceauld0The Level 1 variables
(i.e.,day level) are anticipated challenge job demamdanticipated challenge
(i.e., time pressures and role novelty) and hindraneg §ituational constraints
and ambiguity) demands, goal progress satisfactvork engagement, and time.
The Level 2 variables.é., person level) are the controls of job controhdr,
weekly work hours, age, and job tenure. The Leyaletictors are centered using
the mean value for each individual (Hofmann, Gmnif& Gavin, 2000) and the
Level 2 variables are centered using the grand ri®&en & West, 1991). In
order to assess whether multilevel analysis isah &ppropriate for the data, |
examine within and between-person variation intéie outcome variables.¢.,
daily work engagement and goal progress satisiacti large proportion of the
variance in work engagement (54%) and goal prograssfaction (59%) was
within-individual and thus multilevel analysis ip@opriate.
Hypotheses Tests

To test the proposed relationships | compared séuwested models.
Results are presented in Table 2 for work engagear@hTable 3 for goal
progress satisfaction. Model 1 contained only th&ml variables. Only weekly

work hours were significantly related to work engagnt and none of the
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controls were significantly related to goal progreatisfaction. In Model 2, |
entered the main effect of anticipated challengeatels in order to test my first
two hypotheses that anticipated challenge demandsdveontribute positively to
work engagement and goal progress satisfactiopectisely. Model 2, with
respect to both outcomes, showed improved fit coathto Model 1. Hypothesis
1 was supported since anticipated challenge demaedsfound to be
significantly related to work engagement. Anticgzathallenge demands
accounted for 10% of the within-person variancevatk engagement. However, |
found no support for Hypothesis 2, where anticipateallenge demands were
expected to be significantly related to goal pregreatisfaction.

In terms of the proposed interaction effects dgicgmated challenge
demands with each of the various unanticipated/dmimandsi(e., time
pressure, role novelty, situational constraintsl, ambiguity), only the interaction
between anticipated challenge demands and unaatecipole novelty in relation
to goal progress satisfaction was significarg<a05. This model (Model 6) also
showed improved fit from the previous model (Mo8glwhere only the main
effects were entered. Furthermore, the additieerah$ included in Model 6
compared to Model 2 accounted for an additionalod%he within-person
variance in daily goal progress satisfaction. rteo to further interpret the
pattern of this interaction | conducted simple slégsts and visually depicted the
relationship (Figure 2) (Preacher, Curran, & Ba@e06). As presented in Figure
2, on days when employees encounter high levalsanticipated role novelty,

the relationship between anticipated challenge dels\and goal progress
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satisfaction at the end of the work day is negadive significanty = -.53;
SE=.27;p<.05). On the other hand, on days when unanticipatie novelty is
low, the relationship between anticipated challetg®mands and daily goal
progress satisfaction is positive and significant (32;SE=.16; p<.05).
However, Hypothesis 4b is not supported, sinceas expected that high levels of
unanticipated role novelty will only decrease thrersgth of the positive
association between anticipated challenge demarmtig@al progress satisfaction
and will not in fact lead to a negative associabetween the two as the results
show. Thus Hypotheses 3a-b, 4a-b, 5a-b, and 6a et supported.

Finally, since none of the hypothesized interaxtiovas significant, |
could not provide support for Hypotheses 7and &rethe strength of the
moderating effect of each demand on the relatignisatween anticipated

challenge demands and the daily outcomes was ceahpaross demands.



Table 2

Multilevel Estimates for Models Predicting Daily ¥WdEngagement

Parameter! Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Estimat8 SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE

Intercept 3.700 .08 3.7 .08 3.717 .08 369" .08 3727 .08

Controls

Time -.01 .03 .01 .03 -.01 .03 -.01 .03 .01 .03

Job control .14 .08 14 .08 13 .08 A3 .09 A2 .08

Gender -.04 19 -.02 19 -.02 A9 -.02 19 -.04 19

Work hours .02 .01 .02 .01 .02 .01 .02 .01 .02 .01

Age -.01 .01 -.01 .01 -.01 .01 -.01 .01 -.01 .01

Job tenure -.01 .01 -01 .02 -.01 .02 -01 .02 -01 .02

Main effects

Anticipated challenge demands (CD) 347 10 33 .10 407 .10 25 .10

Unanticipated time pressure (TP) .03 .06 .01 .05

Unanticipated role novelty (RN) .06 .07

Unanticipated situational constraints (SC)

Unanticipated ambiguity (A)

Interaction effects

CDxTP .19 A1

CD xRN

CDhx SC

CDx A

-2*log (Ih) 475.8 454.5 448.0 447.9 436.5

A -2*log 21.3" 6.05" 0.1 18

A df 1 1 1 1

#Job control, gender, work hours, age, and job teaue person-level (Level 2) variables. All othariables are at the day level (Level 1).

P Unstandardized estimates.

*p< .05; **p<.01; ***p<.001
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Table 2 (Continued)

Multilevel Estimates for Models Predicting Daily ¥WdEngagement

Parameter Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10
Estimat® SE Estimate @ SE Estimate  SE Estimate SE Estimat8E

Intercept 3727 .08 3760 .08 3.700 .08 3.700 .08 3700 .08

Controls

Time .01 .03 .01 .03 .01 .03 .01 .03 .01 .03

Job control 12 .08 14 .08 14 .08 .13 .08 .13 .09

Gender -.04 A9 -.02 A9 -.02 .19 -.04 A9 -.04 .19

Work hours .02 .01 .02 .01 .02 .01 .02 .01 .02 .01

Age -.01 .01 -.01 .01 -.01 .01 -.01 .01 -01 .01

Job tenure -.01 .02 -.01 .02 -.01 .02 -.01 .02 -01 .02

Main effects

Anticipated challenge demands (CD) "25 .10 35 .10 34 A1 34" .09 33" .10

Unanticipated time pressure (TP)

Unanticipated role novelty (RN) .06 .07

Unanticipated situational constraints (SC) -.06 .07 -.05 .08

Unanticipated ambiguity (A) .03 .09 .03 .09

Interaction effects

CDxTP

CD xRN .03 .16

CD x SC -.04 .25

CDxA .09 21

-2*log (Ih) 438.3 452.6 453.5 446.2 447.4

A -2*log 1.8 1.9 0.9 8.3 1.2

A df 1 1 1 1 1

@Job control, gender, work hours, age, and job teaue person-level (Level 2) variables. All othariables are at the day level (Level 1).

P Unstandardized estimates.

*p< .05; **p<.01; ***p<.001

9,



Table 3

Multilevel Estimates for Models Predicting Daily &d’rogress Satisfaction

Parameter! Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Estimat8 SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE

Intercept 347 11 347 11 347 11 3487 11 3497 11

Controls

Time .01 .03 .02 .04 -.01 .04 -.01 .04 .03 .04

Job control .19 A1 21 11 21 A1 .20 A1 19 A2

Gender -17 24 -.15 .25 -.15 25  -15 .25 -.14 .26

Work hours -.01 .01 -01 .01 -.01 .01 -01 .01 -.01 .01

Age -.01 .01 -.01 .01 -.01 .01 -.01 .01 -.01 .01

Job tenure -.01 .01 -.01 .02 -.01 .02 -01 .02 -.01 .02

Main effects

Anticipated challenge demands (CD) .09 14 07 6 .1 .05 17 .08 .15

Unanticipated time pressure (TP) .03 .10 .03 .10

Unanticipated role novelty (RN) =11 10

Unanticipated situational constraints (SC)

Unanticipated ambiguity (A)

Interaction effects

CDxTP -11 .18

CD xRN

CDhx SC

CDxA

-2*log (Ih) 662.3 639.4 633.9 635.2 609.7

A -2*log 22.97 55" 1.1 29.7"

A df 1 1 1 1

#Job control, gender, work hours, age, and job teaue person-level (Level 2) variables. All othariables are at the day level (Level 1).

® Unstandardized estimates.

*p< .05; **p<.01; ***p<.001
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Table 3 (Continued)

Multilevel Estimates for Models Predicting Daily &d’rogress Satisfaction

p terd Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10
arameter Estimbate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE

Intercept 353" 11 347 11 349 11 3477 11 3487 11

Controls

Time .02 .04 .01 .04 .01 .04 .01 .04 .01 .04

Job control .18 A1 22 11 23 A1 21 A1 21 A1

Gender -.19 .25 -.15 .25 -.14 25  -17 .25 -.16 .25

Work hours -.01 .01 -.01 .01 -.01 .01 -01 .01 -.01 .01

Age -01 .01 -01 .01 -.01 .01 -.01 .01 -.01 .01

Job tenure -.01 .02 -.01 .02 -.01 .02 -01 .02 -.01 .01

Main effects

Anticipated challenge demands (CD) 15 14 14 .14 .08 .15 12 A7 A3 .16

Unanticipated time pressure (TP)

Unanticipated role novelty (RN) =12 .09

Unanticipated situational constraints (SC) -23 .14 -.22 .13

Unanticipated ambiguity (A) -.28 15 -.28 14

Interaction effects

CDxTP

CD x RN -.62 23

CDx SC -.63 37

CDxA -.28 .32

-2*log (Ih) 604.0 623.2 620.6 614.9 614.7

A -2*log 5.7 16.2" 2.6 24.5" 0.02

A df 1 1 1 1 1

#Job control, gender, work hours, age, and job teaue person-level (Level 2) variables. All othariables are at the day level (Level 1).

® Unstandardized estimates.

*p< .05; **p<.01; ***p<.001

8.



Figure 4

Interaction Effect of Anticipated Challenfemands and Unanticipated Role Novelty on Daily IGvagress Satisfactic

Daily goal completion satisfaction
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—— Low unanticipated
role novelty

---#-- High unanticipated
role novelty

Low anticipated challenge demands

High anticipated challenge demands
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Discussion

The aim of this study was to examine the dynanfieced of work stressors.

Based on an integration of Mandler's (1975) thedmpterruptions and the challenge and
hindrance stressors framework, | consider the ptegrbetween daily challenge and
hindrance demands on employees' work engagemergaahgrogress satisfaction.

While it is generally considered that challengestors would have a positive effect on
desired work outcomes and hindrance stressors Wiavd a negative influence
(Cavanaugh et al., 2000), | suggested that bothectye and hindrance stressors will be
deleterious if they are unanticipated and are emesad when employees are already in a
challenging situation.

As expected, based on the challenge and hindraressars framework, the
anticipation of having high levels of challenge @ewis during the day was significantly
related to increased daily work engagement; howekiere was no association with
respect to goal progress satisfaction at the enldeofvork day. Incorporating Mandler’s
(1975) theory of interruptions, | expected thatemtering unanticipated demands
during the work day, when already experiencinglehgles, would result in a detrimental
situation that would be deleterious to achievirghHevels of work engagement and
satisfaction with daily goal progress. Resultscatikkd that the moderating effect of
unanticipated role novelty on the relationship kew anticipated challenge demands and
goal progress satisfaction was significant, butinahe direction expected. As predicted,
when low levels of unanticipated role novelty werperienced during the day,
anticipated challenge demands were positively aatsatwith goal progress satisfaction

at the end of the work day since employees’ wastwflvas not interrupted due to the
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need to stop and learn a new method or skill. Hewd did not expect that when
unanticipated role novelty during the day is higivould have such a detrimental effect
that it would change the direction of the relatiuipsbetween anticipated challenge
demands and goal progress satisfaction from peditinegative but only that it would
decrease the strength of the positive relationsbtpreen the two. | predicted that such a
deleterious effect would be the result of encoungeunanticipated hindrance demands
(i.e., situational constraints and ambiguity) and nbewfacing unanticipated challenge
demands, such as role novelty. Thus it is poséitaethe deleterious effect from an
interrupting and unexpected demand during the slag istrong that whether the
interruption is caused by a challenge or hindratereand does not matter. Contrary to
expectations, | did not find any significant intetian effects of the specific unanticipated
demands of time pressure, situational constramidsrale ambiguity with anticipated
challenge stressors. Since only one of the hypbesnteractions was significant, this
study cannot provide support for the proposed nategn of Mandler’s (1975) theory of
interruptions and the challenge and hindrance streframework. Thus the evidence
that experiencing unanticipated interrupting densandhin an already challenging work
day will be deleterious to daily work engagemert goal progress satisfaction is at best
very limited.
Theoretical Implications

Since the introduction of the challenge and hindesstressors framework
scholars have assumed that challenge stressord ahvdys be positively associated
with beneficial work outcomes, while hindrance ss@'s would have a negative

relationship with these outcomesd, Cavanaugh et al., 2000; LePine et al., 2005).
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However, in this study | suggested that when demmané unanticipated and when they
are experienced under already challenging circumss employees' work flow will be
disrupted, no matter the type of unanticipated demto the extent of diminishing their
satisfaction with accomplishing important daily tgas well as their daily engagement
in work activities. Results from this study did mpoovide sufficient support for the
proposition that specific challenge and hindranesands, when experienced as
unanticipated events during day and when emplogezalready under stress due to
preexisting demands, would represent a deletevauk flow interruption. Thus I could
not provide sufficient evidence for the proposittbat challenge demands would not
have the usually assumed beneficial effects if entared unexpectedly in an already
challenging situation. In this study, this was othlg case for the unanticipated challenge
demand of role novelty in relation to goal progreassfaction.

| further proposed that the challenge stressorslefnovelty and time pressure
would not be equally detrimental and time pressuvald be in fact more deleterious.
The same was suggested for the hindrance stresfssitaational constraints and
ambiguity, where ambiguity would be the more haidmofie. Since only one of the
hypothesized interactions was significant, the @at@bn of the above propositions is
problematic. However, it can be inferred that sitieeinteraction containing role novelty
was significant while the interactions with othenthnds are not, the challenge demand
of role novelty is different than the other demaridsst notably, role novelty is different
than time pressure, which is also classified asalenge demand. Thus, while results are

inconclusive, there is the possibility that differehallenge demands do not have
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equivalent effects on individuals, as previouslsuased in management literature
(Cavanaugh et al., 2000).
Limitations and Future research

A possible theoretical limitation is that the indapgent variable of anticipated
challenge stressors represents a global meastine ohallenge demands that employees
could encounter on a daily basis. The reason fos@lecting a more specific measure,
which would assess different anticipated stresseas,to decrease complexity and put
the focus on unanticipated stressors instead. Hexvéwture research can further break
down the proposed model and test more specificaat®ns, for example, the joint effect
of anticipated and unanticipated role novelty onotgs work outcomes.

Since | did not find significant interactions whime pressure, situational
constraints, and ambiguity were considered, ibssible that some other demands could
have a stronger influence on employees when enemats unanticipated interruptions
during the day. While the above demands were spaliyf chosen since employees are
likely to encounter them on a day to day basisgiotlemands could also be tested in the
future. For example, a possible challenge demanttidze role responsibility and a
possible hindrance demand could be hassles. Honavedditional problem is that no
measures currently exist for these demands thddl teueasily adapted to fit analysis at
the day level.

It is also possible that the degree to which ingting unanticipated demands are
seen as detrimental depends on personal differebedransactional theory of stress
(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), on which the challenge hindrance stressors framework

is based, suggests that individual factors willldy#he effects of stressors on
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individuals. According to this theory, differendastween people can affect their
cognition and thus affect the way they interpregsgful events. In the context of daily
anticipated challenge demands and unanticipatedrupiting job demands, the tendency
of individuals for accomplishment striving or Typdoehavior, for example, can be
relevant in stressful situations. Such individuelsd to be more goal-oriented and thus
they may be more detrimentally affected by a delaask progress due to encountering
unanticipated demands. For example, Rogelberg alfehgues (2006) found that
employees who are high on accomplishment striviegweore likely to perceive work
meetings as hindering interruptions to their wawfl In addition, Kirmeyer (1988),
found evidence that individuals with Type A behawmuld be more severely affected
by interruptions than others who were low on thesspnality pattern. Thus future
research can look at personal differences sudhese tin order to further understand the
interplay among work demands within the work day.

In terms of methodological limitations, it is pddsi that the results might be
inflated by common method variance since the measane assessed by the same source
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). ldger since the independent
variable of anticipated challenge demands and éperident variables of goal progress
satisfaction and work engagement are collected@tifferent time points during the
work day (.e., morning and afternoon, respectively), the likebd of common method
bias decreases (Podsakoff et al., 2003). In adgigmup mean centeringe,, centering
the Level 1 within-individual variables relative éach individual's mean score) also
decreases the possibility of common method biadg&lmff et al., 2003; Rodell &

Judge, 2010).
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Another limitation is that daily goal progress s&tction was measured with one
item “Please rate the degree to which you feessatl with your progress towards
achieving your work goal for the day.” While thiges not allow for calculation of inter-
item reliability, it is appropriate for the purposkthis study since the goal was to assess
how satisfied employees are with their progreseliation to one specific daily goal.
Thus goal progress satisfaction did not need ttuca@ broader content domain, as is the
case with more general attitudinal measures.

Generalizability of the findings may also be linditt®e some extent since data is
collected in Bulgaria. This may require the stuolyé replicated in the future with
employees from different countries in order to gahee the findings to a larger
population of employees. In addition, current gapnts were only representative of
three industriesi.g., finance, engineering, and architecture), thusharrteplication of
the study findings with employees from a greatereg of industries could be beneficial.

Finally, it is possible that while the number othkin-individual observations was
260, the small sample size of 52 for between-imdial scores was not enough to detect
the complex interaction effects proposed. Condgdtiis study with a larger sample size
could possibly provide greater power for findingrsficant interactions.

Practical Implications

While daily job outcomes might fluctuate, they hkely to affect the more stable
job outcomes as well and thus be meaningful indhg-term (Kihnel, Sonnentag, &
Bledow, 2011; Ohly & Fritz, 2010). Therefore, itnecessary to understand how daily
satisfaction with achieving work goals and dailyrkvengagement are influenced by

daily work demands. Results in general do not gl@gupport that encountering
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unanticipated work demands in an already challengituation would have a deleterious
effect on daily work outcomes. Thus this study cdmprovide sound suggestions for
organizations in relation to the management ofydaterrupting demands.
Conclusion

Through combining the challenge and hindrance streframework (Cavanaugh
et al., 2000) and Mandler’s (1975) theory of ini@trons, | suggested that within a given
work day, no matter whether challenge or hindragpe demands are encountered, if
these are unexpected and experienced already gotitext of a highly challenging
situation, they would represent deleterious infgiains to work flow. Thus the usual
benefits associated with experiencing work demahadschallenging nature(g.,role
novelty, time pressure) would not be present, whiléhe other hand hindrance demands
(e.g.,situational constraints, ambiguity) would haverewgore deleterious effects than
usual. Results provide limited support in that emtering unexpected role novelty
during the work day when already experiencing héylels of challenge demands would
have a deleterious effect on employees’ satisfaatioh daily goal progress. Thus this
study could not provide sufficient evidence for awieg the challenge and hindrance
stressors framework with the proposition that @rae demands would not have

beneficial effects if encountered in an alreadyllenging situation.
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Letter to Company Ehager: “%1 "
: XN _
Dynamic Effects ofi= Daily Work Demand
E 4
A\,

We are interested in understanding the influenatady work demands on key wo
outcomes, such as employee engagement and crng—to help firms ensure thi
employees have a productive and enjoyable workelagry da. Although researc
generallyrecognizes that some demands are motivating, weargure what happe
when employees experience multiple demands atatine $ime. To understand tl
reality of the workplace, we examine the effectbath anticipated and unanticipai
work demandsmmemployees’ daily work outcomes. We also considerrole of socis
support in this process.

Below are the main daily work events that will b@mined in this study

Daily Daily
anticipated unanticipated Daily work Daily work
work work support outcomes
demands demands
. Work
Challenge work Time pressure engagement
demands .
Supervisor
support
Role ambiguity Creativity
Hindrance work
demands
Situational anl
. accomplishment
constraints 2 .
satisfaction
Coworker
Daily planned >Hbport

work goals Role novelty Stress



94

What does participation in this study require?

Your participation in this project will simply re@e you to help us direct your employees
to online surveys, and to offer them the changeatticipate. Since we are collecting
daily data, we will need employees to commit to ptating very short surveys twice a
day for five consecutive work days. In additioreréawill be a pre-study survey and a
post-study survey, which will be administered a fiays before and after the daily data
collection. These surveys will only take aboutZlbminutes to complete; the daily
surveys will take only about 5 minutes to compléte a token of appreciation for their
participation, employees will each have the chaoagin one Apple iPad4.

All employee responses will remain confidenfla.further protect privacyirm names
will not be shared with anyone outside the resedeam.

How will this benefit your company?

In return for your cooperation with the survey adistration, we will provide you with
feedback on our findings. Throughout this repootnpany and employee names will
remain anonymoud his report will include:

A summary of the overall survey results

Suggestions for improving employees' experiencesguhe work day

Suggestions for facilitating overall work engagetreand creativity at your company and
reducing employee stress

Who are the study researchers?

Dr. Margaret Shaffer Mihaela Dimitrova
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee

For more information, contact:

Mihaela Dimitrova
Sheldon B. Lubar School of Business
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee Tel/Fax: + 1(414) 737-9013/ (+359)
Milwaukee, WI USA 53201-0742 889-428-792
E-mail: mihaela@uwm.edu
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Initial Letter to Participants ‘ﬁ
&N

Dynamic Effects ofi; Daily Work Demands
AN

Dear (insert company name) employee,

Are your work days productive and enjoyable? Weebelthat the type and timing of
work demands you face during the day play a key irolwvhether or not you have a good
day at work. To find out more about how your dawgrk demands affect you and your
work, we are conducting a research study and we year help!

If you agree to participate, you will be asked donplete a series of online surveys. For
five consecutive work days you will be asked to ptete one survey in the morning (5
minutes) and one survey in the afternoon (10 majufehese surveys will ask about
work experiences during the day. In addition, theitebe an initial 15-20 minute survey
and a 10-15 minute survey at the end of this stadye can learn more about you and
your work.

As an expression of our gratitude for your paradtipn in this study, you will be eligible
to participate in a lucky draw to win one Apple iBaEach time you complete a survey,
your name will be entered in the drawing. If youtjggpate in all 12 surveys, your name
will be entered 12 times.

If you agree to participate, just go tothislink and complete the
first survey. It will only take you about 20 minutes.

Your participation in this study is voluntary. Yowasponses will beonfidential, and
will be used only for research purposes. We asguehat no one, not even your
employer, will be allowed access to your complaejedstionnaire.

Thank you for your time and your honest respondd® results of this study will be
internationally disseminated and will help orgatizmas shape an engaging work day,
every day, for employees.

If you have any questions about this researchspleantact Mihaela Dimitrova
(mihaela@uwm.eduwr Dr. Margaret Shaffeshafferm@uwm.edulf you have
guestions about your rights as a research partioipgou may contact the University of
Wisconsin Milwaukee Institutional Review Board 34-4£229-3173

Sincerely,
Mihaela Dimitrova, ABD



96

PhD Candidate
Lubar School of Business
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee

Additional iPad drawing information:

Pursuant with the laws of the State of Wisconsih Eniversity of Wisconsin System
policy, participation in the study is not neededbéoeligible to enter the drawing. You
may alternatively enter the drawing by mailing yéull name, email address, and
telephone number, with a notation “Drawing Entry” t

University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, Sheldon B. Lul&chool of Business
Attn: Ms. Mihaela Dimitrova — Drawing Entry

PO Box 742

Milwaukee, WI 53201

Such entries must be postmarked by September X¥3.2Qimit one entry per person.
Prizes shall be evaluated pursuant to the lawseoftate of Wisconsin. Void where
prohibited.
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Consent Form (Appears in the Beginning of the @n8uarvey)
Study Title: Dynamic Effects of Daily Work Demands
Persons Responsible for ResearchDr. Margaret Shaffer and Mihaela Dimitrova

Study Description: The purpose of this research study is to examitheeinces of daily
work demands on employees and work outcomes. Appaigly 150 subjects will
participate in this study. If you agree to papate, you will be asked to complete a
series of online surveys. For five consecutive waaks you will be asked to complete
one survey in the morning (5 minutes) and one suirvéhe afternoon (10 minutes).
These surveys will ask about work experiences duthe day. In addition, there will be
an initial 15-20 minute survey so we can learn nadreut you and your work. At the end
of the study you will be asked to complete a fibdd15 minute survey about your
attitudes towards your work.

Risks / Benefits: Risks to participants are considered minimal. @bibe of data and
survey responses using the Internet involves timesesks that a person would encounter
in everyday use of the Internet, such as breacowfidentiality. While the researchers
have taken every reasonable step to protect yourdemtiality, there is always the
possibility of interception or hacking of the datathird parties that is not under the
control of the research team.

There will be no costs for participating.

As an expression of our gratitude for your paradipn in this study, you will be eligible
to participate in a lucky draw to win one Apple @8aEach time you complete a survey,
your name will be entered in the drawing. If youtjggpate in all 12 surveys, your name
will be entered 12 times. Winning participants witeive the iPad directly from the
researchers and confidentiality will be ensured.

Limits to Confidentiality: ldentifying information such as your name and etwéli be
collected for research purposes so that the sug@ayfave completed can be matched.
Data will be retained on the Qualtrics website Iuhe end of the study (approximately 2
months) and will be deleted after this time. Hoemgwata may exist on backups or
server logs beyond the timeframe of this researofegt. Data transferred from the
survey site will be saved in an encrypted formafifiee years. Only Dr. Shaffer and Ms.
Dimitrova will have access to the data collectedhy study. However, the Institutional
Review Board at UW-Milwaukee or appropriate fedexgéncies like the Office for
Human Research Protections may review this stugygsrds. The research team will
remove your identifying information after linkinge data and all study results will be
reported without identifying information so that ane viewing the results will ever be
able to match you with your responses.

We assure you that no one, not even your employew;jll be allowed access to your
completed questionnaire.
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Voluntary Participation: Your participation in this study is voluntary.olY may
choose to not answer any of the questions or watdrom this study at any time
without penalty. Your decision will not change grgsent or future relationship with
the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee. Your employeill not know if you have
participated or not and your participation will radtect your relationship with your
employer.

Who do | contact for questions about the study:For more information about the study
or study procedures, contact Ms. Mihaela Dimitrataihaela@uwm.edor Dr.
Margaret Shaffer athafferm@uwm.edu

Who do | contact for questions about my rights or omplaints towards my
treatment as a research subjectontact the UWM IRB at 414-229-3173 or
irbinfo@uwm.edu

Research Subject’'s Consent to Participate in Resedr:

By entering this survey, you are indicating thatl yave read the consent form, you are
age 18 or older and that you voluntarily agreeddipipate in this research study.

Thank you!
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Letter to Participants in the Beginning of the a8urveys

SN

-~
o

Dynamic Effects ofi:: Daily Work Demands
K 4
"4,

Dear (insert name),

Thank you for completing the first survey for oasearch study on daily employee work
experiences! As we explained in our first emaydo, we want to fully understand the
way daily demands affect you and your work. Toiewh this, we need you to answer
two very short surveys (5-10 minutesgch day for five consecutive work daydf you
agree to participate in this phase of the studsag# complete tHest daily survey

before you arrive at work in the morning or justeafyou arrive Please complete the
second daily survey -in theafternoon just before you leave work

We know you are really busy and it may slip youndhio complete the surveys, so we
will send you daily e-mail reminders. So, don'tdweprised when you hear from us
every day. We’'re not trying to be a pest — wejaséconscientious researchers.

As an expression of our gratitude for your paradipn in this study, you will be eligible
to participate in a lucky draw to win one Apple @daEach time you complete a survey,
your name will be entered in the drawing. If youtjggpate in all 12 surveys, your name
will be entered 12 times.

As with the previous survey, your participatiorveduntary. Your responses will be
confidential, and will be used only for research purposes.

Please go tdhislink in the morning before you go to work (or soon
after you arrive at work) and complete the first daily survey.

You can access all subsequent daily surveys frentink above.

Thank you again for your time and your honest rasps! If you have any questions
about this research, please contact Mihaela Diratmihaela@uwm.eduwor Dr.
Margaret Shafferghafferm@uwm.edulf you have questions about your rights as a
research participant, you may contact the Univgrsit Wisconsin Milwaukee
Institutional Review Board at 414-229-3173

Sincerely,

Mihaela Dimitrova, ABD
PhD Candidate
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee
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APPENDIX B

Study Variables Codebook

Morning Survey

Anticipated daily challenge job demands

Source: adapted from Rodell & Judge (2009)
Scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree

Please indicate how much you agree with the folgvatatements about the tasks you
anticipate at work today.

Today, | anticipate that...

1. I will have to work on a large number of progand/or assignments.

2. my job will require me to work very hard.

3. it will be difficult to accomplish the volume wfork that must be done.

4. | will experience severe time pressures in mykwo

5. I will feel the pressure of the amount of respbility | have at work.

6. | will be responsible for counseling others andielping them solve their problems.
7. my job will require a lot of skill.

8. my job will require me to use a number of come high-level skills.

Rodell, J. B., & Judge, T. A. (2009). Can" goodéssors spark” bad" behaviors? The
mediating role of emotions in links of challengeldrindrance stressors with citizenship
and counterproductive behaviodeurnal of Applied Psycholog94(6), 1438.

Anticipated Daily Goal

Please briefly describe a work goal/task that yango achieve today?

Afternoon Survey

Unanticipated Daily Time Pressure

Source: Semmer (1984) provided by Sonnentag
Scale: 1 = not at all to 5 = to a great extent

Throughout the workday, employees may encountexpaicéed or unanticipated events
that may disrupt or interfere with their ability focus on their planned tasks or



101

activities. For the items below, please indicéte ¢xtent to which you were unexpectedly
disruptedby each as you worked to achieve your goals today.

Today, | unexpectedly...

1. faced time pressure.

2. was required to work fast.

3. worked faster than | do usually.

Semmer, N. (1984). Stre3bezogene TéatigkeitsanfBisess-oriented task analysis].
Weinheim, Germany: Beltz.

Unanticipated Daily Role Novelty

Source: Adapted from Nicholson & West (1988)
Scale: 1 = not at all to 5 = to a great extent

Throughout the workday, employees may encountexpaicéed or unanticipated events
that may disrupt or interfere with their ability focus on their planned tasks or

activities. For the items below, please indicdte ¢xtent to which you were unexpectedly
disruptedby each as you worked to achieve your goals today.

Today, | unexpectedly . . .

1.was involved in tasks that | don't usually do.

2.needed to use new skills that | don't usually use

3. had to use different methods than those | upuak to do the job.

4. had to engage in interactions with people thbtri't usually need to interact with.

Nicholson, N. & West, M.A. (1988). Managerial jobange: Men and women in
transition. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press

Unanticipated Daily Situational Constraints

Source: Semmer (1984) provided by Sonnentag
Scale: 1 = not at all to 5 = to a great extent

Throughout the workday, employees may encounterqpeceed or unanticipated events
that may disrupt or interfere with their ability focus on their planned tasks or

activities. For the items below, please indicéte ¢xtent to which you were unexpectedly
disruptedby each as you worked to achieve your goals today.

Today, | unexpectedly...
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1. had to work with materials and information thatre incomplete and outdated.

2. had to spend a lot of time in order to get infation and/or materials needed to get my
work done.

3. had to work with materials and/or equipment Wwhiere not good for my work.

4. had to deviate from departmental policies tonggtwork done.

Semmer, N. (1984). Stre3bezogene TéatigkeitsanfBisess-oriented task analysis].
Weinheim, Germany: Beltz.

Unanticipated Daily Ambiguity

Source: adapted from Zohar (1997)
Scale: 1 = not at all to 5 = to a great extent

Throughout the workday, employees may encountexpaicéed or unanticipated events
that may disrupt or interfere with their ability focus on their planned tasks or

activities. For the items below, please indicdte ¢xtent to which you were unexpectedly
disruptedby each as you worked to achieve your goals today.

Today, | unexpectedly. . .

1. was unsure how to solve a problem.

2. had to take action without knowing exactly wivats expected of me.
3. made a mistake or was concerned about making one

4. had difficulty obtaining needed information.

5. had to respond without clear priorities or goals

Zohar, D. (1997). Predicting burnout with a hassdsed measure of role demands.
Journal of Organizational Behavipit8(2), 101-115.

Daily work engagement

Source: adapted from Rothbard (2001)
Scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree

Please indicate the extent to which you agree ®atth of the following statements about
your work.

Today, | focused a great deal of attention on mykwo
Today, | concentrated a lot on my work.

Today, | often got carried away by what | was wogkon.
When | was working today, | was totally absorbedtby

PwpnPE
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Rothbard, N. P. (2001). Enriching or depleting? digeamics of engagement in work
and family rolesAdministrative Science Quartery6(4), 655-684.

Daily goal progress satisfaction

Please rate the degree to which you feel satisfiglal your progress towards achieving
your work goal for the day.

Scale: 1 = not at all to 5 = very satisfied

General Survey (Before the Daily Surveys)

Job control

Source: Karasek (1979)

Scale: 1 = never to 5 = extremely often

Please answer the following questions.

1. To what extent do you have the freedom to delcoe to organize your work?
2. To what extent do you have control over whatpesg on your job?

3. To what extent does your job allow you to maket @f your own decisions?

4. To what extent are you assisted in making your decisions?

Karasek Jr, R. A. (1979). Job demands, job decisititude, and mental strain:
Implications for job redesigiAdministrative science quarterl285-308.

Gender
Gender:
a. Male

b. Female

Hours worked

On average, how many hours each week do you work?

Age Age:
Job Tenure How long have you worked for your current organiza®
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CHAPTER 3: INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS TRAVELERS’ CAREER

SATISFACTION: COMPLEX EFFECTS OF WORK AND FAMILY

ADJUSTMENT AND DEMANDS
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As more and more organizations continue to expéwiohfly in response to rising
economic and financial pressures, they are inanghsopting to send their employees on
multiple international business trips instead ¢deating them to foreign locations, as is
the case with traditional expatriates (Mayerhof&artmann, & Herbert, 2004; Welch,
Welch, & Worm, 2007). These global employees ammas international business
travelers (IBTs). They make multiple short businggs crossing international
boundaries to various locations without relocatimgjr family members (Shaffer,
Kraimer, Chen, & Bolino, 2012).

While this form of global employment is becomingr@asingly popular, there is
scant research that examines IBTs’ experiencesrastl is atheorethical, with a few
exceptions (see Shaffer et al., 2012, for a re@néw). Thus we lack a comprehensive
model that would help us evaluate the conditiords@ocesses under which IBT’s global
experience would be successful.

While international business travelers differ framore traditional expatriates in
that they do not relocate themselves and theirlf@snio another country but instead
frequently travel to international locations (Sleafét al., 2012), both groups share certain
similarities. Both international business travekensl expatriates have to adjust to
working conditions across borders and the famaiesoth are affected by the
international aspect of the work, such as reloodio expatriate families and dealing
with often irregular and disruptive separationtfog families of IBTs. Therefore, in order
to comprehensively examine IBTS’ experiences, iinigortant to consider both the work

and family domains. To do this | use an integratbrole theory (Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn,
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Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964; Katz & Kahn, 1978) with thallenge and hindrance
stressors framework (Cavanaugh, Boswell, Roeh&nBpudreau, 2000).

| focus on understanding the factors ultimatelylieg to IBT’s work and family
role adjustment and subsequent career satisfadiork and family role adjustment
represents the state of comfort global employepsmance within their work and family
roles in regard to role responsibilities and thelations with other actors within the role
(Lazarova, Westman, & Shaffer, 2010; Shaffer, Reiéimitrova, Lazarova, Chen, &
Westman, 2013). As one indicator of career sucoaseger satisfaction is defined as
employees’ favorable attitudes towards their lihevork and career achievements
(Greenhaus, Parasuraman, & Wormley, 1990). Indlse of IBTs, the degree to which
they evaluate their career positively can repreaesttund signal of their willingness to
continue their global employment experiences. i, feareer satisfaction has been found
to be associated with lower turnover intentionghkr organizational commitment
(Veiga, 1983) and lower job search intentions (Brae & Portwood, 1987).

Furthermore, the majority of the literature on exipées adopts a stress
perspective and focuses on understanding the stseassociated with being a global
employee (Harrison, Shaffer, & Bhaskar-Shrinivd¥)£ Takeuchi, Lepak, Marinova, &
Yun, 2007). Thus in order to begin to understardviork and family experiences of
international business travelers, | also adopsthess perspective and suggest that IBTS’
career satisfaction will be indirectly influenceglWwork and family stressors/demands
through a process of work and family adjustmerdpeetively.

In the global employment literature, demands agi$iom participation in work

and family life are considered to be purely detnaéto global employees’ work and
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family adjustment (Lazarova, Westman, & Shaffed @0 However, recent
advancements in the general management litera@aeafiaugh et al., 2000) have
suggested a differential effect of stressors, whiegg are not always deleterious and
some of them could be even beneficial to employ€asanaugh and colleagues (2000)
developed a two-dimensional framework of job densactiallenge and hindrance
demands. Challenge demands represent stressoesélsden as instrumental for
achieving valuable goals and create opportunibepérsonal growth, while hindrance
demands represent impediments to these. Acrosgagd, differentiated effects of
challenge and hindrance stressors have been camtbysiemonstrated in regards to
employee work attitudes (see Podsakoff, LePinegRibe, 2007, for a meta-analysis).
While this framework has become influential in general management
literature, its incorporation into the global emyitent literature has been minimal and
the few efforts in this regard have been concesdranly within expatriates’ work-
related experiences.@, Firth, Chen, Kirkman, & Kim, 2013) and not iretbontext of
international business travelers. In addition, ettiile family domain has been established
as an important influence on employees and workameés (for a recent review see:
Eby, Casper, Lockwood, Bordeaux, & Brinley, 20@®mands within the family context
are still seen as purely detrimental not only wattiie literature on international business
travel but also within the general managementdttee. Thus with the focus on
challenge and hindrance stressors within bothahely and work domains, the aim of
this study is to contribute not only to the moranded understanding of demands in
regards to business travel but also to a moreaaghwiew of family stressors within the

general work-family literature.
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In addition, all of the challenge and hindrance deds considered in the past are
task-related with the exception of engaging inaeffpolitics and supervisor-related stress.
The relational aspect of the global experienchasyever, vital to determining its success
(for a review see: Takeuchi, 2010). The importasici®stering relationships with host-
country nationals at work (Harris & Brewster, 1998jjustment to relational interactions
within the foreign environment (Black, Mendenh&lOddou, 1991; Fischimayr &
Kollinger, 2010), and adjustment within the newligbwork and family contexts
(Lazarova, Westman, & Shaffer, 2010) have beenatepéy emphasized. Therefore, this
study focuses not only on differentiating the etenftaskchallenge and hindrance
stressors but also on distinguishing betwestational challenge and hindrance stressors.
Better understanding relational type demands i©napt since the relational aspect is
not only relevant to the global careers literatimg, to general management. Employees
are expected to both perform their assigned tastdam strong and cooperative
relationships within the workplace (Welbourne, Jadm & Erez, 1998; Van Scotter &
Motowidlo, 1996).

Thus the purpose of this study is to create artcatesodel examining the
differentiated beneficial and detrimental effedtslemands within IBTs’ work and
family roles and their influence on subsequent@atabns of career success through work
and family role adjustment. | employ a longitudiagproach with data collected at two
time points. While it has been seen as necessanpt@ away from cross-sectional
studies in global work research, there has bea fitogress in this regard in relation to

work experiencese(g.,Firth et al., 2013) and virtually none in relatimnfamily
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influences. Thus assessing subsequent careermsttsfwould help us to more

accurately examine the experience of internatibnalness travelers over time.

Theory and Hypotheses
Integration of Role Theory and the Challenge and Hidrance Stressors Framework
within the Context of International Business Travel

In order to paint a more comprehensive pictureca¥ demands faced by
international business travelers affect their gl@maployment experience, | integrate role
theory (Kahn et al., 1964; Katz & Kahn, 1978) witle challenge and hindrance stressors
framework (Cavanaugh et al., 2000). At the coreotd theory is the perspective that
individuals assume different roles as they pard@gn various social structures (Biddle,
1986). People generally simultaneously hold mudtialles that correspond to the
different social positions they have in society & Kahn, 1978). Role demands
constitute factors within the role environment tfoial actors, in this case the
international business traveler, would perceiveaamg (Katz & Kahn, 1978). Role
demands can be role expectations set forth by ottreactors€.g.,role responsibilities),
as well as other demanding in-role experiences émotional conflict) (Katz & Kahn,
1978).

Thus, no matter the profession and the line of wedch member in an
organization is directly associated with others whostitute the member's role-sety,
supervisor, subordinates, colleagues) (Katz & Kdl®78). These represent the other
actors within the work role, who set relational aask expectations to be fulfilled by the

focal actor. Similar to the work role, the famiyle is also comprised of both task



110

responsibilities and relationships with other rat¢ors €.g.,children, spouse, parents,
extended family, etc). Since role participation gists of engaging in different role tasks,
as well as, interacting with other role actors @K&tKahn, 1978), role demands can be
both task and relationship-based.

According to the challenge and hindrance framewlokyever, not all demands
would have purely deleterious effects (Cavanaugi. e2000). Challenge demands are
more motivational (LePine, LePine, & Jackson, 2084] are seen to bring personal and
career benefits (Cavanaugh et al., 2000). On ther ttand, hindrance demands are
perceived to impede motivation (LePine, LePine a&kson, 2004) and are detrimental to
personal and career goals (Cavanaugh et al., 2000).

Incorporating the challenge and hindrance framewwatkin role theory it is
possible to think of in-role demandse(, work and family demands) as separated into
ones that are beneficial and ones that are dedateto achieving valued outcomes.
According to role theory, the role taker would atrachieving success and satisfaction
within life roles. Therefore, if demands within the@de environment are perceived by the
focal actor as facilitative to a positive role expace, they would constitute challenge
demands. While they will be taxing for the focalacthey will be also motivating and
thus contributing to in-role success. On the obteard, stressful factors within the role
environment that are not perceived by the focalraas facilitative to a positive role
experience will be hindrance demands. Either ovaneg these stressors is seen as
impossible, or overcoming them would not resultatued outcomes. In addition, since
the focal actor’s participation within a role isngprised of engaging in role tasks and

interacting with other role actors (Katz & Kahn,789, which essentially separate in-role
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demands to be either task or relational focusealleige and hindrance demands will
also exist within each of these demand types.

In the context of international business travel&es)sitioning to global work
involves a process of role change, where new aneslefined€.g.,becoming an
international business traveler), existing rolesradefined€.g.,a parent would need to
be absent from home due to international travaksy responsibilities are acceptedy(,
IBTs accept additional work tasks such as overggeiernational subsidiaries), and new
in-role relationships are createsld.,new coworkers to interact with at the foreign
locations) (Allen & van de Vliert, 1984; Rosch &dy1984). Thus IBTs’ comfort in their
work and family roles would be disrupted until tHescome once again adjusted to these
now re-defined life roles.

Purely based on role theory and past researclobhbemployment experiences,
role demands would be a barrier to achieving cotwighin a life role or, in other words,
adjustment. However, based on the challenge ardidnoe stressors framework,
challenge demands would trigger positive emotisnsh as excitement, happiness, and
exhilaration. Due to this, individuals would noegbe demands that caused them to
experience these pleasant feelings as a burdewauld experience a degree of comfort
when engaging in them. Since challenge demand«éaanotivational response (Firth
et al., 2013; LePine, LePine, & Jackson, 2004; hePPodsakoff, & LePine, 2005;
Webster, Beehr, & Love, 2010), in the IBTS’ contexth demands may be related to a
greater effort for adaptation to the new and redkefiwork and family roles. On the other
hand, while challenge demands would be facilitatovevork and family role adjustment,

hindrance demands would be a barrier to adaptafimee they are not seen as
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instrumental in achieving valued goals, they asmaisited with negative emotions, such
as anger and fear (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984, 1981),are seen as detrimental to
motivation (LePine et al., 2004; LePine et al., 200/ebster et al., 2010). These stressors
may also invoke passive coping responses that wallda/ individuals to distance
themselves from the demand and withdraw from ie-participation (Lazarus &
Folkman, 1984; Crawford, LePine, & Rich, 2010)the context of IBTs, high levels of
hindrance demands within the work and family doreawould then prevent them from
adapting to their new roles and to the global eyplent experience as a whole.
Therefore, | suggest that task and relational delmarnthin the work and family
role will either facilitate or hinder the abilityf oxternational business travelers to adjust
to their redefined work and family roles within tbentext of international business
travel. Ultimately | propose that the type of demsiexperienced within the work and
family roles will affect the degree to which intational business travelers feel satisfied
with their career, through a process of adjustnethe redefined work and family roles.

The proposed model is presented in Figure 1.
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Work and Family Challenge Demands and Their Relatiaship to IBTs’ Adjustment

Based on role theory, demands within work and fricein be classified as either
task or relational. Work or familtaskdemandsd.g.,instrumental support expectations)
would be any demands that the focal adter,the IBT) experiences in relation to
specific work or family task responsibilities otemactions with other role actors that are
primarily task related. Unlikeaskdemandstelational demandsd.g.,relational support
expectations) are associated with the generakiatien with other work or family actors
and with navigating within role relationships.

A common task demand within both work and famillesas the expectations of
fellow coworkers or family members for support e texecution of work tasks and
projects (.e., work instrumental support expectations) or helfhvamily tasks and daily
chores i.e., family instrumental support expectations). Whilelsdemands may be
taxing for IBTs’, as they are in addition to regutluties and responsibilities, they would
also allow for faster immersion within the re-defihwork and family roles. Thus
instrumental support expectations could be consttiarchallenge-type demand. In fact,
similar additional work responsibilities have bexded as challenge demands within the
general employment literature (Cavanaugh et a0QR0Nithin the work domain, being
asked for help on a regular basis and the additr@saonsibility could lead employees to
feel respected at the workplace and regarded astsxpithin their line of work by
others in the organization and thus contribute ¢okwole adjustment (Aycan, 1997).
Similarly, in the family domain, requests for instrental help from family members
represent additional responsibilities that can BT feel that despite their frequent

travels they are still an integral part of the fgnuinit and are needed by family members,
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again contributing to faster adaptation to theeére:d family role. Thus being faced
with work and family support expectations, IBTs Wwbaxperience greater state of
adjustment within their work and family roles, respvely.
Hypothesis 1Work instrumental support expectations will beiposly
related to work role adjustment.
Hypothesis 2Family instrumental support expectations will losigvely

related to family role adjustment.

Similarly, relational work and family challenge danas such as the expectations
of role actors for emotional or non-task relategprt §.e., work and family relational
support expectations) could contribute positivelyBTs'’ in-role adjustment. Such
demands may entail to be sympathetic and undeisgatiout problems fellow
employees are experiencing or be a good listenenvidimily members need to discuss
issues (Lawrence, Gardner, & Callan, 2007). Wikse demands can be time
consuming and distracting from other duties, enggag them would mean more
frequent instances of positive interaction witlrate actors, which has been repeatedly
cited as a factor contributing to the adjustmerttaditional expatriates (Aycan, 1997;
Black, 1990; Briody & Chrisman, 1991; Caligiuri &karova, 2002). Within the family
role, in particular, sound family relationshigsd.,good communication) have been
found to be related to the adjustment of the efdingly within the context of foreign
assignments (Caligiuri, Hyland, Joshi, & Bross, 89%ince adjustment to relationships

with other role actors is an integral part of batbrk and family adjustment (Lazarova,
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Westman, & Shaffer, 2010), work and family relatibsupport expectations would be
positively associated with IBTs’ adjustment withime respective role.
Hypothesis 3Work relational support expectations will be pivgity
related to work role adjustment.
Hypothesis 4Family relational support expectations will be ifigsly

related to family role adjustment.

Work and Family Hindrance Demands and Their Relatimship to IBTs’ Adjustment

Within their work and family roles, individuals imigably will encounter
hindrance demands that are purely deleterioushi@aag valued personal and career
goals. Similarly to challenge demands, work andiffahindrance demands could also be
separated into two categories based on role th&bmse can be eitheaskdemands
(e.g.,role overload), associated with the execution ofliiand family role
responsibilities by the IBT, aelational demands€.g, emotional demands), associated
with the interaction with other role actors.

Role overload represents a situation where indalglteel that the tasks and
responsibilities expected of them within their warkd family roles exceed the resources
they have available to cope with these demandsr(lkealal., 1964). Classified as a
hindrance demand (LePine et al., 2005), role oaeérlas been found to be deleterious to
attitudinal outcomes such as job satisfaction (&gtio Chang, Miloslavic, & Johnson,
2011; Jex & Bliese, 1999; Jex, Adams, Elacqua, &18ach, 2002; Jones, Chonko,
Rangarajan, & Roberts 2007) and organizational cibmemt (Jex & Bliese, 1999; Jones

et al., 2007). In regard to global employment, mlerload, both within work and family,
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has been suggested as a demand that could negatimgelct in-role adjustment for
expatriates (Lazarova, Westman, & Shafffer, 2080ch detrimental demands within a
role could have a deleterious influence on sucaéssie functioning (Katz & Kahn,
1978). Thus, in the context of IBTs, perceiving kwand family tasks and responsibilities
to be overwhelming may prevent IBTs from succe$shdjusting to their redefined
work and family roles. Consequently:

Hypothesis 5Work role overload will be negatively related tonk role

adjustment.
Hypothesis 6Family role overload will be negatively relatedfamily

role adjustment.

Emotional demands are defined as emotionally clissgaations involving other
role actors at worke(g.,coworkers, customers) or at honeegy(,spouse, children). Based
on role theory, work emotional demands, such assx@ to complaints and intimidation
(Bakker, Demerouti, & Euwema, 2005), and family ¢&omal demandse(g.,disrespect
and undermining at home) can be an impedimentdoessful interaction and
communication with within role actors and thus aeimg comfort within the respective
life role.

While emotional demands have not been studiedatioa to adjustment, they
are generally considered to exhibit the detrimeptaperties of hindrance stressors as
roadblocks to achieving goals and personal groweiip (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2013)
and thus may prevent adjustment to the particidardle. In support, Vegchel and

colleagues (2004) found emotional demands to neggitaffect feelings of personal
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accomplishment and Taris and Schreurs (2009) fautheleterious association with on-
the-job-learning. Although emotional demands hasereceived the same research
attention in regard to the family domain as inwwk domain, | expect that family
emotional demands would similarly exhibit hinderprgperties in regards to achieving
comfort within IBTs’ redefined family role. Thussliggest that:

Hypothesis 7Work emotional demands will be negatively relai@evork

role adjustment.
Hypothesis 8Family emotional demands will be negatively relite

family role adjustment.

The Direct and Mediating Effect of Work and Family Adjustment on International
Business Travelers’ Subsequent Career Satisfaction

While work and family adjustment are important éastwhen evaluating IBTS’
global experience, the focus here is on IBTs’ sgbeat career satisfaction. In the global
employment context, the influence of work adjustthr@mncareer satisfaction has not been
directly examined. However, the association of wadjustment and other attitudinal
outcomesé.g.,job satisfaction, job commitment) similar to careatisfaction has been
well documentedd.g.,Shaffer & Harrison, 1998; Takeuchi, Yun, & Tesl@k02). In
fact, in a meta-analysis Bhaskar-Shrinivas, Hamji&haffer, and Luk (2005) found a
strong positive association between work adjustraadtexpatriates’ job satisfaction.
Similar to job satisfaction, career satisfactiopresents an evaluation of the overall work
experience. Within the global employment contexthspositive attitudinal evaluations

of the work role are thought to arise from adjugtio work role experiences (Shaffer &
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Harrison, 1998), since it entails adaptation torgaefined work requirements and to
interactions with foreign employees or customers.

Career satisfaction is more closely associated thighwork role domain. Based
on the role enrichment perspective, which suggastsparticipation in multiple roles can
be beneficial to the extent that experiences inroleecan improve life in another domain
(Greenhaus & Powell, 2006), the positive experisrafecomfort and psychological and
emotional wellbeing as a result of achieving famdle adjustment (Searle & Ward,
1990) could then spill over and positively affdot twork domain. In fact, Lazarova and
colleagues (2010) proposed that adjustment toatimélyf role would positively impact the
work role. Reaching high levels of family adjustrhesuld then mean that IBTs would
more favorably evaluate their experiences in thekwdlomain and thus increase their

subsequent career satisfaction. Thus:

Hypothesis 9Work role adjustment (T1) will increase caredisaction
(T2).
Hypothesis 10Family role adjustment (T1) will increase career

satisfaction (T2).

In addition to suggesting that work and family ratjustment have a direct effect
on IBTs’ career satisfaction | examine the intemagmole of adjustment in the
relationship between in-role demands and caremsfaetion. Stemming from role theory,
Kahn (1992) discussed that achieving a state ofadwithin a life role represents a

link between the role environment and successfubi@ functioning. Employees’
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evaluation of their life role experiences is theyalistantly affected by the types of
demands present in the role environment througlpslyehological state of role
adjustment. In the global employment literaturerknand family role factors are also
often seen as having distant effects on attitucdntomes, usually through adjustment
(e.g.,Bhaskar-Shrinivas et al., 2005). Thus | suggesttthe detrimental influence of
hindrance role demands and the beneficial one alferige role demands would more
proximally be associated with a state of comfod paychological wellbeing within the
respective life role and through this they woulfkeff IBTS’ attitudes. Therefore, |
propose that work role demands would indirectlgefiBTs’ career satisfaction through
work role adjustment, whereas family role demandsld/indirectly affect career

satisfaction through family role adjustment.

Hypothesis 11Work role adjustment mediates the relationshigvben
work role demands and career satisfaction.
Hypothesis 12Family role adjustment mediates the relations@pwveen

family role demands and career satisfaction.

Methods
Data Collection and Sample
International business travelers were recruitethfeovoluntary online panel
(Qualtrics) of English-speaking adults residingha United States. This method of data
collection provides for a sampling of global work@icross many occupations and

industries (Montes & Zweig, 2009). Online data eclion agencies like this have
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recently started to be utilized in a growing numbkeempirical studiese(g, Montes &
Zweig, 2009; Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006). In excharfgetheir participation, respondents
are given reward points, which they can redeenmierchandise.

There were 1,841 panel members who attempted tpledenthe survey.
Employees, who did not travel in the past yeary evdrked part-time, or were aircrew
personnel were excluded. In addition, within-suraégntion quality checks were
implemented and participants who did not pass thecsessfully were also excluded.
The data collection was terminated when completiedeys reached 620. After deletion
of missing data and additional quality checks,fthal sample size became 580. A Time
2 survey was administered approximately one moftén data for the Time 1 survey was
collected. Of the individuals who completed thstfgurvey, 258 attempted to complete
the second. The final sample size for Time 2 wdsced to 209 due to some participants
not successfully passing quality checks and missbsgrvations in the data.

Approximately 58% of the participants who completedh time waves were
male, 73% were married or in a committed relatigmsthe majority had one or more
children (65%), and the average age was 40 yehrs.dEmographic composition is
comparable to other IBTs’ samples, however, wontersamewhat more represented in
this sample€.g.,Espino, Sundstorm, Frick, Jacobs, & Peters, 200&5tman, Etzion, &
Chen, 2009). The majority traveled internation#dliybusiness at least one to two times
each quarter (76%), with the trips lasting on agerapproximately six days. The most
frequent countries visited were Canada, United Hamg and other European countries.
Majority of the participants were in middle-levebmagement positions (48%) and were

in a global role involving frequent internationaldiness travel on average for seven
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years. The industry representation was divessg (nanufacturing, communication,
wholesale trade, transportation, etc.).
Measures

At Time 1, | collected demographics, work and famdle demands, and work
and family adjustment. Career satisfaction wassaeskat Time 2.

Dependent variablesCareer satisfactioms measured through Greenhaus,
Parasuraman and Wormley’s (1990) scale. It consfdise items, rated on a 1 (strongly
dissatisfied) to 5 (strongly satisfied) scate=(.89). An example item is " How satisfied
are you with the progress you have made towardingegour overall career goals?"

Work and family role adjustmerst measured using Shaffer and colleagues’
(2013) scale. Work role adjustment is comprisedight items ¢ = .92), while family
role adjustment consists of six itenas<.94). Both work and family role adjustment are
assessed on a 1 (not at all) to 5 (to a great gdeale. A sample item from work role
adjustment is "l feel comfortable with my activgier tasks at work" and a sample item
from family role adjustment is "I feel comfortalath how we handle role
responsibilities in our family.”

Independent variables.Work instrumental support expectatiomere adapted
from ten Brummelhuis, Bakker, and Euwema’s (2010)kwnstrumental support scale to
reflect coworkers’ expectations of task relatedpsupto be provided by the global
employee. The scale consists of four items onreeldf) to 5 (always) scale € .75). A
sample item is “I am expected to regularly helpculfeagues with job tasks and
activities.” Similarly,family instrumental support expectationsre adapted from ten

Brummelhuis, Bakker, and Euwema’s (2010) familyrimsiental support scale to assess



123

the degree to which global employees are expeotpdotvide task related support to
family members. This is a four-item scale meastir@th 1 (never) to 5 (alwaysyE
.89). A sample item is “l am often expected to hmlpwhen my family members fail to
carry out a task at home.”

Work relational support expectatiorssadapted from Lawrence, Gardner and
Callan’s (2007) scale to reflect the expectatiamsarkers have for emotional support
from the global employee. This scale consists otdras measured from 1 (not at all) to
5 (very much) ¢ = .95). A sample item is “My colleagues expecttmbe sympathetic
and understanding about their problent&atnily relational support expectatiomgere
similarly adapted from Lawrence, Gardner and C&lé2007) scale to both reflect the
family domain and to assess the degree to whicliyfanembers expect the global
employee to provide them with relational suppohisTl2-item scale is measured on a 1
(not at all) to 5 (very much) scale € .96). A sample item is “My family members
expect me to reassure them about their abilityet dith problems.”

Work role overloadvas assessed with Bolino and Turnley’s (2005 )ethitem
scale. This is a 5-point Likert scale (1- "strondigagree"” to 5 - "strongly agree") and a
sample item is “It often seems like | have too mudrik for one person to dod(= .77).
Family role overloadvas measured with a scale from Cammann, Fichnesukjrks, and
Klesh (1979). This was originally a three-itemleagaeasured from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 5 (strongly agree) but one item was removeddoeiase reliabilityo = .81). The
removed item is “The amount of work | am askeddatihome is fair (reverse scored).”
A sample question from this scale is “I never séemave enough time to get everything

done at home.”
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Work emotional demand¥an Veldhoven & Meijman, 1994) consisted origigall
of five items but one item was removed to increa$iability (o = .82). The removed
item is “People at work treat me with appropriaspect and politeness (reverse scored).
Work emotional demands were measured on a 1 (ngvérjalways) scale. A sample
item from this scale is “My work puts me in emottly upsetting situations Family
emotional demandsere adapted from Van Veldhoven and Meijman (1984¢flect the
family domain. This scale consists of three iteorge(item was removed to increase
reliability and one item was removed a priori fot fitting the family domain)o = .95).
The item removed in order to increase reliabilgyFamily members treat me with
appropriate respect and politeness (reverse scoFfatpily emotional demands were
measured on a 1 (never) to 5 (always) scale. A Eaitgon from this scale is “I face
emotionally charged situations at home.”

Control variables. | controlled forgender(0- male, 1 - female)narital statug(0-
married or in a committed relationship and 1- s)@ge,andIBT tenure(i.e., number
of years in an international business traveler)rdlbese variables have been accepted to
have an influence on global employees’ experiefegs,Stahl & Caligiuri, 2005;
Takeuchi, Lepak, Marinova, & Yun, 2007; Westmarzi&t, & Gattenio, 2008). Means,

standard deviations, correlations, and internglodities are presented in Table 1.



Table 1

Means, Standard Deviations, Internal ConsistendjaBitities, and Pearson Correlatiorfs

Variable

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1.Career satisfaction (T2) 4.08 0.69 (.89)
2.Work role adjustment (T1) 4.21 0.68 51 (.92)
3.Family role adjustment (T1) 4.04 0.90 43 57 4).9
4. Work instrumental support expectations (T1) 3.620.87 A1 .28 .10 (.75)
5. Family instrumental support expectationsT1) 3.381.02 .18 .28 21 .49 (.89)
6. Work relational support expectations (T1) 3.86 .810 .27 .37 .30 48 .38 (.95)
7. Family relational support expectations (T1) 4.010.88 .32 .38 .58 .13 .39 .38 (.96)
8. Work role overload (T1) 3.14 1.02 -18 -11 -.06 .30 .27 .19 .01 (.77)
9. Family role overload (T1) 2.77 1.15 -11 -06 17-. .26 40 13 .02 .57 (.81)
10. Work emotional demands (T1) 2.82 1.02 -01 .07-.07 .50 46 .37 .19 .36 .56
11. Family emotional demands (T1) 2.67 1.34 .01 .14-.06 42 .58 31 .02 .40 .57
12. Age (T1) 39.51 10.94 .06 .03 A2 -.16 -.22 .08 12 -13  -.18
13. Gender (T1) 0.42 0.49 -.04 A3 .07 A2 .09 .05.09 .06 .10
14. Marital status (T1) 0.27 045 -13 -12 -26 1.0 -15 -01 -.26 -01 -.03
15. IBT tenure (T1) 7.06 6.34 A1 A1 .15 -.10 -.08 .10 .15 -09 -.08

& All correlations larger than .14 are significahpa.05 and all correlations larger than .18 agaificant at p<.01

n =209

1A}



Table 1 (Continued)

Means, Standard Deviations, Internal ConsistendjaBitities, and Pearson Correlatiorfs

Variable Mean SD 10 11 12 13 14 15
1.Career satisfaction (T2) 4.08 0.69

2.Work role adjustment (T1) 4.21 0.68

3.Family role adjustment (T1) 4.04 0.90

4. Work instrumental support expectations (T1) 3.620.87

5. Family instrumental support expectations (T1) 383. 1.02

6. Work relational support expectations (T1) 3.86 .810

7. Family relational support expectations (T1) 4.010.88

8. Work role overload (T1) 3.14 1.02

9. Family role overload (T1) 2.77 1.15

10. Work emotional demands (T1) 2.82 1.02 (.95

11. Family emotional demands (T1) 2.67 1.34 .52 6)(.9

12. Age (T1) 39.51 1094 -14 -.29 -

13. Gender (T1) 0.42 0.49 .06 .09 -.01 -

14. Marital status (T1) 0.27 0.45 .03 -.03 -16 .01 -

15. IBT tenure (T1) 7.06 6.34 -.06 -.13 51 -04 12-. -

& All correlations larger than .14 are significahpa.05 and all correlations larger than .18 agaificant at p<.01
n =209

9T
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis

| conducted a confirmatory factory analysis (CFA)adl latent variables included
in the model. The analysis was conducted using EISBR.80 (Joreskog & Sérbom,
1996). The proposed 11 factor model provided aet#pfit to the data. The chi-square
of this model was 3,491.81 with 1,836 degreeseddom and the model fit was adequate
(CFI =. 96; RMSEA = .07; SRMR = .08). All factorddings were statistically significant
and loaded at over .50 on their respective faettwading of at least .40 is desirable
(Nunnally, 1978). In addition, | tested a model,athcollapsed across the work role
adjustment and family role adjustment factors sthese variables were originally
created as dimensions of an overall role adjustmmezatsure. This second model provided
a significantly worse fit to the datAy®= 573.79:Adf = 10,p <.05 CFI =. 94; RMSEA =
.09; SRMR = .09.
Results

| tested the proposed model with structural equati@deling (SEM) using
LISREL 8.80 (Joreskog & Sérbom, 1996). Due to #latively small sample size
(n=209), the “one-item” approach was utilized, weharsingle composite indicator of the
latent variable was used. The error variance wagé-alpha)*variance. The error
terms for work role adjustment and family role atinent were allowed to covary to
account for the higher order common factor of oN@djustment. In addition, I included
direct effects from all exogenous work and famignthnd variables to career satisfaction
since these are needed to test mediation (MacKinmmkwood, Hoffman, West, &
Sheets, 2002). The model provided good fit to g ¢*= 30.665; df = 8p <.05 CFI

=. 98; NFI = .98). In addition, the predictor vdnies were found to explain 28% of the
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variance in work role adjustment and 39% of thearare in family role adjustment. The
predictor variables and the work adjustment vaesleixplained 37% of the variance in
career satisfaction. Unstandardized path coeffisiatong with standard errors are
presented in Figure 2a. Completely standardizéul gzefficients are presented in Figure

2b.
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In Hypotheses 1 and 2, | predicted that the tas@mhge demands of work and
family instrumental support expectations will bespiwely related to work and family
role adjustment, respectively. Work instrumentgdgort expectations indeed had a
significant and positive relationship with work @eaddjustmently= .26;p <.01).

However, family instrumental role expectations dad have a significant relationship
with family role adjustment(= .10;p >.05). Thus, Hypothesis 1 is supported but
Hypothesis 2 is not.

Hypotheses 3 and 4 predicted that the relatioralerige demands of work and
family relational support expectations will be gogly related to work and family role
adjustment, respectively. Work relational suppapeztations were significantly and
positively related to work role adjustmebt< .19;p <.01). Family relational support
expectations also had a positive and significaiatimnship with family role adjustment
(b=.43;p <.001). Thus both Hypotheses 3 and 4 are supported

Hypotheses 5 and 6 predicted that the task hindrdeamands of work and family
role overload will be negatively related to worldagamily role adjustment, respectively.
Work role overload was significantly and negativediated to work role adjustmernt £
-.25;p <.001). Family role overload also had a signiiicand negative relationship with
family role adjustmenty(= -.25;p <.001). Thus Hypotheses 5 and 6 are supported.

Hypotheses 7 and 8 predicted that the relatiomalrance demands of work and
family emotional demands will be adversely rela@avork and family role adjustment,
respectively. Work emotional demands were notiagmtly related to work role

adjustmentlf = -.02;p >.05). This was the case also in regard to tlagioaship



132

between family emotional demands are family roleistchent b = .02;p >.05).
Therefore, Hypotheses 7 and 8 are not supported.

Hypothesis 9 and 10 proposed that work and family adjustment at Time 1
would significantly increase the career satisfacbbinternational business travelers at
Time 2. Work role adjustment did indeed signifidgitcrease career satisfactidn=
.38;p <.001), however, family role adjustment was ngh#icantly related to career
satisfactionl§ = .11;p >.05). Therefore, Hypothesis 9 was supported leretivas no
support for Hypothesis 10.

Mediation was tested using the “product of coeéints” approach (MacKinnon et
al., 2002). In this case, mediation is demonstrhted statistically significant indirect
effect as provided by effect decomposition stat$sin LISREL 8.80.

Hypothesis 11 predicted that the relationship betwedl work role demands and
the career satisfaction (T2) of international basstravelers at Time 2 will be mediated
by work role adjustment. Work instrumental supgpectations, work relational
support expectations and work role overload all $igdificant indirect effects on career
satisfaction through work adjustmebt(.10,b=.07,b=-.10; respectively). Only work
emotional demands did not have a significant iradie¢fect. Thus Hypothesis 11 is
partially supported.

Hypothesis 12 predicted that the relationship betwadl family role demands and
the subsequent career satisfaction (T2) of intesnalk business travelers will be
mediated by family role adjustment. No significanttirect effects were found. Thus

Hypotheses 12 is rejected.
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Discussion

The purpose of the proposed study was to creatéegshd comprehensive model
of international business travelers’ (IBTs) globaiployment experience by considering
both their work and family roles. Based on an iraéign of role theory (Kahn et al.,
1964; Katz & Kahn, 1978) with the challenge anddnamce stressors framewaork
(Cavanaugh et al., 2000), | proposed that IBTsteasatisfaction is indirectly affected
by work and family role demands through a procésslpustment to re-defined work and
family roles.

In regard to challenge demands, as predicted, tik ghallenge demands of
work instrumental support expectations.(task) and work relational support
expectationsife., relational), had a significant and positive effen work role
adjustment and also indirectly affected IBTs’ cassdisfaction at Time 2 through in-role
adjustment. With respect to the family role, theilst challenge demand of family
relational support expectationse(, relational) had a significant and positive effent
family adjustment, however, the challenge demanfdmily instrumental support
expectationsife., task) was not significantly associated with fanatijustment.

Hindrance demands, on the other hand, were exptxtethte negatively to work
and family adjustment and indirectly detrimentalffect IBTs’ career satisfaction.
Within the work role, this was the case for worleroverload ice., task) but work
emotional demands.€., relational) did not have a significant assoomtivith work
adjustment or an indirect effect on career satisfacWith respect to the family role,

again only family role overload.¢., task) was found to have a positive associatitin w
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family adjustment, while family emotional demands.(relational) were not related to
this outcome.

In addition, it was expected that work and famdieradjustment would increase
IBTS’ career satisfaction at Time 2. This was ahky case for work role adjustment.
Stemming from this, the indirect effect of any findemands on career satisfaction
through family role adjustment was not found tcslgmificant.

Results, in general, provide support for the pregdasodel. However, emotional
demands, classified as hindrances, did not sigmitlg affect work or family role
adjustment. It is possible that these demands tlhaw@ strong detrimental effects as
expected but they are more of a mixed nature, winengemay be appraised differently by
different IBTs or their effect may depend on cont@xd circumstances. In fact, some
have found no relationship of emotional demand$esirable work outcomes (Fox,
Dwyer, & Ganster, 1993; Huynh, Xanthopoulou, & Wiekl, 2012), while others have
even found a positive association (Clausen & B284,1). Therefore, it is possible that
the detrimental effects of emotional demands mayeras strong especially when
analyzed in conjunction with other hindrance densamdich was the case in this study.
In addition, while work role adjustment was a strdactor influencing IBTs’ career
satisfaction, family adjustment was not as strohgnvevaluated together with work
adjustment. However, when evaluated without thiei@rfce of other predictors, the
correlation between family adjustment and caregsfaation was strong and significant
(see Table 1). This may point to the possibiligttfamily adjustment indirectly affects

career satisfaction, through the more proximaldiaot work adjustment. This would be
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consistent with spillover theory (Judge & llies 020 Williams & Alliger, 1994), where
experiences in one domain can transfer and affexthar. However, instead of family
role adjustment directly affecting career satistactas proposed in the study, perhaps
family role adjustment indirectly affects careetisfaction by first affecting work role
adjustment. The positive and significant relatiopdfetween work and family role
adjustment in this study and in past research fapht the association between the two
forms of adjustmente(g.,Caligiuri et al., 1998) point to the possibilityat this may in
fact be the case.
Future Research

A possible theoretical extension from this moddbisonsider the cross-domain
effect of work and family demands. Based on spédlaweory, it is possible that demands
experienced in one life role.Q.,work role) could affect another role.§¢.,family role).
Two perspectives in this literature guide our ustirding of spillover: conflict and
enrichment. In the core of the conflict perspexis/the idea that people have limited
resourcesd.g, energy)(Hobfoll, 1989) and participation in aée depletes scarce
resources that then cannot be used for participati@another life role (Greenhaus &
Beutell, 1985) thus creating conflict between the toles. On the other hand, the
enrichment perspective suggests that participationultiple roles can be beneficial to
the extent that experiences in one role can implite’en another domain (Greenhaus &
Powell, 2006). It is possible that challenge stessvould allow for the accumulation of
new positive experiences, such as feelings of aptishment and the ability to develop

new skills and acquire knowledge. Therefore, fachagllenge stressors in one life
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domain may spill over and enrich another domainti@nother hand, hindrance stressors
would have purely deleterious cross-domain efféstgh a spillover effect of challenge
and hindrance stressors has been suggested byelaRircolleagues (2007) but has not
been empirically analyzed. In regard to work aaahify role adjustment, it is possible
that employees' perceptions of their role adjustroenld be influenced by cross-domain
challenge and hindrance demands.

In this study the focus was on understanding thectiand indirect effects of
different types of life role demands on IBTs’ carsatisfaction, however, the model can
be expanded by adding relevant moderators, whialldygzaint a more comprehensive
picture of IBTS’ experiences. It is especially r@gting to examine whether the indirect
effect of work and family demands on IBTs’ careatisfaction through adjustment is
conditional on different levels of relevant factrs., moderated mediation). For
example, personality has been found to influenea¢hationship of challenge and
hindrance demands to various attitudinal and bemalvoutcomesd.g.,Rodell & Judge,
2009). Personak(g.,cognitive flexibility) or domain specific resouscé.g, family or
work social support) could also have an influemsesuggested in the Job Demands-
Resources (JD-R) model (Demerouti, Nachreiner, Bek& Schaufeli, 2001).
Furthermore, moderators specific to IBesy(,frequency of travel), can further elucidate
this global employment experience.

While this model considered some of the most comdemands experienced
within the work and family domains, it would be wable to assess the effects of other

demands affecting the global employment experielRoeexample, in relation to task
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stressors, time pressure, usually considered éedgal demand, could be a relevant
stressor within both work and family roles. The ecoamly encountered relational
demand of interpersonal conflict, which could besidered a hindrance, may also be
examined as part of understanding global employsesk and family roles.

It would be interesting to see whether this moaeilld be applied to other forms
of global employees, who do not travel frequentlyoodiverse foreign locationg @.,
corporate expatriates who remain in one foreigatioa, international commuters).
Application of this model to other forms of glokahployment could perhaps yield
slightly different results. For example, it is pibds that for traditional expatriates, who
very often relocate with their families, the famidgmain factors could have a stronger
influence on career satisfaction. In addition, sittee challenge and hindrance stressors
framework has received very limited attention ia giobal employment literature.g.,
Firth et al., 2013) and not at all where family @ems are considered, it would be
beneficial to examine this differentiated classifion of demands in all forms of global
employment.

While the present study focused on the careerfaetiisn of IBTs, | encourage
future research to examine other theoreticallysaate success indicators of IBTs’ global
work responsibilities. The global employee literathas looked at outcomes such as
performance and turnover intentiomsq.,Birdseye & Hill, 1995; Kraimer, Wayne &
Jaworski, 2001), which are also relevant in theteanof international business travel.
Based on role theory, other domain specific outomeild also be of interest, such as

work and family satisfaction or work and family flemance.
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Limitations

As with all studies, this has some limitations ttah provide a basis for future
research. A possible empirical limitation is tHa tamily domain demand of role
overload was assessed with only two items. Whikedbcreases confidence in regard to
the content validity of this measure (Hinkin, 1998k rest of the variables in this study
exhibited strong psychometric properties and wesessed with a greater number of
items to accurately capture the content domaih@f respective constructs.
Nevertheless, it would be beneficial to examinertfoelel using a more robust and
comprehensive family role overload measure.

Another empirical limitation is that the data wesdf reports. Although this data
collection approach can be very useful in assegsenceptionsd.g.,work and family
adjustment) of employees (Spector, 1994), probléunesto common method bias might
be an issue (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakofd3). However, data for the
outcome of career satisfaction was collected apprately one month later, which
should remedy to an extent the problem of commothaakbias (Podsakoff et al., 2003).
It would be beneficial, however, if in the fututbe model is re-tested with a three-wave
data collection approach instead of with two waae this study. In addition, this
study can be replicated with multiple-source data.example, information on family
challenge and hindrance demands could be obtarneddpouses, also spousal family
role adjustment and family satisfaction could barmaed to provide additional insights.

Theoretical and Practical Implications
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The first contribution of this study lies withingltreation and test of a
theoretically grounded and holistically derived rabdf the global employment
experience of international business travelers.l§\thie use of this form of global
employees has been on the rise, research is labkimgd with the creation of
theoretically sound and comprehensive models. Bingamy theoretical arguments on
role theory, both the work and family life domaimere examined in order to more fully
understand direct and indirect influences on IBJ&seer satisfaction.

The focus on both the work and family domains aléowed for further and more
thorough examination of the effect of in-role del®nThe second contribution of the
study is in regard to providing evidence that detisasio not have a purely detrimental
effect on successful global employment as previotglught. Integrating the challenge
and hindrance stressors framework, | was abledw ¢hat, while some demands have a
detrimental effect on adjustment, others are berafiThis phenomenon has been well
reported in the general management literaterg,(Cavanaugh et al., 2000; LePine et al.,
2004; LePine et al., 2005) but is rarely realizedeigard to traditional expatriation and
not applied at all in the context of internatiobakiness travel. Third, by examining not
only the work but also the family domain, | expatidiee application of the challenge and
hindrance stressors framework to the understarafifgmily demands. Previously
thought to be purely detrimental, family role demisim this study exhibited
differentiated positive and negative effects ondBfamily role adjustment. Finally, the
challenge and hindrance stressors framework méiclyses on task-related demands and

does not specifically address demands that aise frerson to person interaction. With
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the help of role theory, which addresses the ingmme of both the task and relational
factors affecting in-role experiences, | expanddtwetent domain of the challenge and
hindrance stressors framework to include relatioieahands. This would allow for a
more comprehensive understanding of the typesmobadéds experienced not only by
IBTs but by employees in general.

From a practical standpoint, with increased exaatm costs, the necessity of
companies to rely more and more on internationairiass travelers (IBTs) increases and
thus it is vital to gain a comprehensive understamdf this global employment
experience and the work and family factors thatrtomte or deter its success. This study
suggests that work and family demands may hav#eaxetiated beneficial or
deleterious effect on IBTs’ work and family rolgjastment. While there is evidence of
such differentiated effect in the context of dontesiployees, there is little
consideration given to global employees. Moreothes, study allows for the ability to
better understand the influence of family stressasswvell as, of stressors associated with
the various interactions that IBTs engage in. Basethis study companies should focus
on minimizing deleterious work demands for IBTs;lsas work role overload and
embrace motivational demands, such as coworkepgaations for social support.

While family adjustment was not as strongly relai®dareer satisfaction as was work
adjustment, it is still advisable that organizasi@®sign support programs for IBTs that

consider addressing not only work factors but &stors within the family.

Conclusion
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Integrating role theory with the challenge and hamtte stressors framework |
create and test a model of the influence of wok family demands on international
business travelers’ (IBTs) subsequent career aatieh through work and family role
adjustment. | suggest that demands within workfandly roles have differentiated
beneficial and deleterious effects for IBTs. Resplovide general support for the
proposed model and emphasize the importance afdhierole over the family role for

IBTs evaluation of their career success.
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APPENDIX A

Consent Form (Appears in the Beginning of the @n8arvey)

University of Wisconsin — Milwaukee: Consent to Paticipate in Online Research
Study Title: Work, Family, and Global Careers

Person Responsible for Researctdr. Margaret Shaffer and Ms. Mihaela Dimitrova,
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee

Study Description: The purpose of this research study is to underdtamdemployees
and their families are affected by global work m@sgibilities and experiences.
Approximately 500 subjects will participate in tisisidy. If you agree to participate, you
will be asked to complete two online surveys witthia next few months that will each
take about 15-20 minutes to complete. The questiihask about your experiences as
an international business traveler, attitudes tde/gour work and your family, and
general demographic information.

Risks / Benefits:Risks to participants are considered minimal. Thahebe no costs for
participating. Collection of data and survey resg@susing the internet involves the
same risks that a person would encounter in evgryda of the internet, such as breach
of confidentiality. While the researchers haveetakvery reasonable step to protect your
confidentiality, there is always the possibilityinferception or hacking of the data by
third parties that is not under the control of tegearch team.

Confidentiality: Your responses are completely confidential anchdovidual

participant will ever be identified with his/hersamers. Identifying information such as
your Qualtrics ID number will be collected to ligkur responses on the first survey with
your answers on the second survey. The reseandwaive no other identifying
information from Qualtrics, and as such, canndk {iour Qualtrics ID number to you
personally. Data will be retained on tQealtrics website server for 3 weeks following
the release of the survey and will be deleted #fisrtime. However, data may exist on
backups or server logs beyond the timeframe ofrdssarch project. Data transferred
from the survey site will be saved in an encrygtedat for approximately five years.
Only the persons responsible for the researchNArgaret Shaffer and Ms. Mihaela
Dimitrova) will have access to the survey responsiesveverthe Institutional Review
Board at UW-Milwaukee or appropriate federal agesdike the Office for Human
Research Protections may review this study’s rexofthe research team will remove
your identifying information after linking the da#ad all study results will be reported
without identifying information so that no one vieng the results will ever be able to
match you with your responses.
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Voluntary Participation: Your participation in this study is voluntary. Yaouay choose
to not answer any of the questions or withdraw ftbra study at any time without
penalty. Your decision will not change any presariuture relationship with the
University of Wisconsin Milwaukee.

Who do | contact for questions about the studyFor more information about the study
or study procedures, contact Ms. Mihaela Dimitrataihaela@uwm.edu

Who do | contact for questions about my rights or omplaints towards my
treatment as a research subject€ontact the UWM IRB at 414-229-3173 or
irbinfo@uwm.edu

Research Subject’'s Consent to Participate in Resedr:

By entering this survey, you are indicating thatl y@ve read the consent form, you are
age 18 or older and that you voluntarily agreeddipipate in this research study.
Thank you!

IF YOU AGREE TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY, PLEASELICK “NEXT” TO

BE TAKEN TO THE SURVEY.
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APPENDIX B

Survey Variables Codebook

Study variables collected at Time 2

Career Satisfaction

Source: Greenhaus, Parasuraman and Wormley (1990)
Scale: 1- strongly dissatisfied to 5-strongly Jedcs

Please rate the extent of your satisfaction abbetgrogress you have made with respect
to your career.

1. How satisfied are you with the progress you haaele toward meeting your goals for
advancement?

2. How satisfied are you with the progress you hagee toward development of new
skills?

3. How satisfied are you with the success you lzaWweved in your career?

4. How satisfied are you with the progress you haaele toward meeting your goals for
income?

5. How satisfied are you with the progress you haaee toward meeting your overall
career goals?

Greenhaus, J. H., Parasuraman, S., & Wormley, WL990. Effects of race on organizational
experiences, job performance evaluations, and catteomesAcademy of Management
Journal,33(1): 64-86.

Study variables collected at Time 1

Work and Family Role Adjustment

Source: Shaffer et al., (under review)
Scale: 1 — not at all to 5-to a great extent

Please indicate the extent to which you feel coralfibe with each aspect of your global
employment:
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Work role adjustment

. My specific job responsibilities

. My activities or tasks at work

. My work hours

. Communications among my colleagues)(,coworkers, direct reports)
. The work attitudes of employees in the host tgun

. The corporate culture of the host country

. Collegiality among colleagues

. Teamwork among my colleagues

O~NO U WN B

Family role adjustment

1. The quality of time | spend with family members
2. How we handle role responsibilities in our famil
3. My participation in family activities and tasks

4. My relationship with my partner/family

5. Communication among family members

6. How we make decisions as a family

Shaffer, M.A., Reiche, S., Dimitrova, M., Lazarow, Chen, S., & Westman, N. (2013).
Expatriate work and family role adjustment: Scad@elopment and validatioRresented
at the Academy of International Business Meetisiginbul, Turkey.

Work instrumental support expectations

Sourceadapted fromien Brummelhuis et al., (2010)
Scale: 1-never to 5 always
For each statement, please choose the responsesthmaist applicable to you.

1. My colleagues expect me to help them out whew #re late for work.

2. | am often the person that can be counted geteverything done at work.

3. | am very often expected to help my colleagueemthey fail to carry out a task at
work.

4. | am expected to regularly help my colleaguéh yab tasks and activities.

ten Brummelhuis, L. L., Bakker, A. B., & Euwema, M. (2010). Is family-to-work
interference related to co-workers' work outcomis#nal of Vocational Behavior,
77(3), 461-469.

Family instrumental support expectations

Source: adapted froben Brummelhuis et al., (2010)
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Scale: 1-never to 5-always

1. I am expected to help others in my family wheseytare late for other activities.

2. My family members expect me to get everythingedat home.

3. I am often expected to help out when my famignmbers fail to carry out a task at
home.

4. | am expected to help my family members withdeold chores and care tasks.

ten Brummelhuis, L. L., Bakker, A. B., & Euwema, M. (2010). Is family-to-work
interference related to co-workers' work outcomis#nal of Vocational Behavior,
77(3), 461-469.

Work relational support expectations

Source:adapted from Lawrence, Gardner and Callan (2007)

Scale: 1-not at all to 5-very much

For each statement, please choose the responsesthmaist applicable to you.
My colleagues expect me to:

1. help them feel better when they experience problems

2. listen to them when they need to talk about proklem

3. be sympathetic and understanding about their pnable
4.suggest ways to find out more about a situatiohitheausing their problems
5. share my experience of a problem similar to their

6. provide information which helps to clarify theirgilems

7. give them practical assistance when they experiprai@ems
8. spend time helping them resolve problems

9. help when things get tough

10.reassure them about their ability to deal with peois
11.acknowledge their efforts to resolve problems

12.help them evaluate their attitudes and feelingsibpmblems

Lawrence, S. A., Gardner, J., & Callan, V. J. (200 he support appraisal for work
stressors inventory: construction and initial vatidn.Journal of Vocational Behavior
70(1), 172-204.

Family relational support expectations

Source:adapted from Lawrence, Gardner and Callan (2007)

Scale: 1-not at all to 5-very much

For each statement, please choose the responsestimaist applicable to you.
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My family members expect me to:

. help them feel better when they experience probl

. listen to them when they need to talk about lerk

. be sympathetic and understanding about thebl@nos?

. suggest ways to find out more about a situahanhis causing their problems
. share my experience of a problem similar tor¢hei

. provide information which helps to clarify th@iroblems

. give them practical assistance when they expegiproblems

. spend time helping them resolve problems?

. help when things get tough?

10. reassure them about their ability to deal pitbblems?

11. acknowledge their efforts to resolve problems?

12. help them evaluate their attitudes and feelaiysut problems?

OCoO~NOOUIDE WNPE

Lawrence, S. A., Gardner, J., & Callan, V. J. (200 he support appraisal for work
stressors inventory: construction and initial vatidn.Journal of Vocational Behavior
70(1), 172-204.

Work role overload

SourceBolino and Turnley (2005)
Scale: 1-strongly disagree to 5-strongly agree
For each statement, please choose the responsestimaist applicable to you.

1. The amount of time | am expected to work isdoeat.

2. | never seem to have enough time to get eviewytiione at work.

3. It often seems like | have too much work foe @erson to do.

Bolino, M. C., & Turnley, W. H. (2005). The persdmasts of citizenship behavior: the
relationship between individual initiative and rakeerload, job stress, and work-family
conflict. Journal of Applied Psycholog90(4), 740.

Family role overload

Source: Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, and Klesh, §1979
Scale: 1- strongly disagree to 5-strongly agree

The following statements refer to your family ati®g and responsibilitiesor each
statement, please choose the response that isappktable to you.

1. I have too much work to do at home to do evengthvell.
2. The amount of work | am asked to do at homairs (R) (item not used in this study)
3. I never seem to have enough time to get evenyttione at home.
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Cammann, C., Fichman, M., Jenkins, D., & Klesl{1979). The Michigan
Organizational Assessment Questionnditapublished manuscript, University of
Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI.

Work emotional demands

Source: Van Veldhoven and Meijman (1994)
Scale: 1-never to 5-always
For each statement, please choose the responsesthmaist applicable to you.

1. Others call on me personally in my work.

2. People at work treat me with appropriate respedtpoliteness. (R) (item not used in
this study)

3. I have to contact with difficult people in my wo

4. My work puts me in emotionally upset situations.

5. | face emotionally charged situations in my work

Van Veldhoven, M., & Meijman, T. 1994. Het metem\Rsychosociale arbeidsbelasting
(The measurement of psychosocial job demands). émtestn: NIA.

Family emotional demands

Source: adapted from Van Veldhoven and Meijman 4199
Scale: 1-never to 5-always
For each statement, please choose the responsesthmaist applicable to you.

1. Family members treat me with appropriate resaedtpoliteness. (R) (item not used in
this study)

2. Others at home are difficult to deal with.

3. My family life puts me in emotionally upset stions.

4. | face emotionally charged situations at home.

Van Veldhoven, M., & Meijman, T. 1994. Het metem\Rsychosociale arbeidsbelasting
(The measurement of psychosocial job demands). émtesn: NIA.

Age
Age:
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Gender
Gender:

a. Male
b. Female

Marital Status

Which of the following best describes your mantaitner status?

a. Currently married or in a committed relationship
b. Never married/single

c. Divorced/separated

d. Widowed

IBT experience

How long have you been traveling internationally fosiness?
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